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Abstract
The accelerated expansion of spacetime intuitively points to the existence of new, unknown energy
fields pervading the universe, but it is has also spurred the growth of the research field of modified
gravity theories. Of these, f(R) theories of gravity is the first and simplest modification to General
Relativity, and have been studied extensively for their astrophysical and cosmological predictions.
Power law f(R) modifications have been shown to exhibit desirable characteristics, producing the
late time accelerated expansion as well as satisfying local tests of gravity. However, there is wide
degeneracy among models in this class, and they are known to suffer from cosmological instabilities,
which could lead to curvature singularities at finite times. This thesis addresses questions directly
relating to model degeneracy and sudden singularities. Cosmologies and cosmological perturbations,
resulting from a general broken power law modification to GR are generated, studied and evolved.
Simulations are performed using 1+3 space time decomposition of the field equations and a dynamical
systems approach to f(R) cosmology. The parameter space of this model, which includes the Hu-
Sawicki [6], Starobinsky [96] and Miranda [7] f(R) forms as subclasses, is investigated. It is found
that there are regions in the parameter space which are completely singular and bound by continuous
curves. We also investigate regions of the parameter space in which the attractive nature of gravity is
preserved, and find that these regions intersect. The results of a Markov Chain Monte Carlo analysis
significantly narrowed the viable region of the exponent parameter space of the general power law
f(R) model. Current cosmological distance data; SNIa (Union 2), BAO (6dFGS, BOSS, SDSS,
WiggleZ) as well as the LRG power spectrum (SDSS DR9), were used to obtain these constraints.
The best fits are compared with the ΛCDM model, and leads to the conclusion that this class is still
a candidate for the gravitational interaction.
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Chapter 1
The questions and approach
During my MSc. I was involved in a project studying the dynamics of a viable theory for f(R) gravity,
especially related to simulating the expansion history for a specific class of f(R) theories, known as
the Hu-Sawicki model [1].
The theory, designed to mimic closely the behaviour of the ΛCDM model1, without an explicit
“cosmological constant”, is popular because it also, by construction, will produce correct predictions
for the gravitational field in high density regions of space.
At that stage, the focus of the study was on a “dynamical systems” analysis of the f(R) mod-
ification to gravity2. The equations governing the expansion of space time are recast in terms of a
set of new variables - following a method detailed in papers like [2], [3], [4], [5]. These new variables
transform the system into a set of autonomous, first order differential equations. Minimising these
equations reveals a set of stationary points in the phase space, representing the exact asymptotic
solutions to the cosmological equations. This type of analysis provides important information about
the model under investigation [6], regarding the existence of critical states of universal evolution.
Much of it was not new, since it turns out that many of the fixed points exist for most of the “viable”3
f(R) power law theories. There are stable and unstable de Sitter fixed points, representing solutions
which expand exponentially. All radiation-like expanding fixed point solutions were unstable, and a
non analytic matter like expanding fixed point, with saddle instability was also identified. Several
trajectories connecting a radiation like fixed point with a de Sitter stable fixed point, passing closely
to the matter saddle point were found to exist. This confirms that the model is an appropriate
candidate, producing a chronologically correct expansion behaviour.
The main difficulty of this project was how long it took to find a set of model parameters for
which the integration of the dynamical system could be performed, in order to determine the exact
expansion history. The models are highly sensitive to parameter choices due to the occurrence of
1In Chapter 2, we describe the ΛCDM parametrisation of the big bang theory, and the fact that it is desirable to
mimic its behaviour.
2This method is presented in Section 5.1
3The viability of models in this context is discussed in detail in Section 3.2.4
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real cosmological singularities 4. This problem lead to the question of whether or not there exists
some region of the parameter space of the Hu-Sawicki model which is completely free of singularities.
Locating this “region”5 would significantly simplify analysis of such models as well as possibly help
to reduce the parameter space of the entire class.
Once obtaining a set of parameters, quite accidentally, which was free of singular behaviour, the
Hubble rate and its dynamic derivative, the deceleration parameter were determined to construct
a first order background expansion history. A comparison to the ΛCDM model confirmed that the
two are essentially the same for all redshifts, except at very late times; the Hubble constant, H0,
and deceleration parameter, q0, evaluated for the present epoch are inconsistent with their observed
values. A naturally interesting point to address is to find the set of model parameters which provide
the closest mimicking of the observed data.
I performed an analysis to do this using SNIa data to constrain the parameters of the Hu Sawicki
model, at a background level. This formed the framework for much of the rest of the research
contained within, especially regarding the understanding and handling of sudden singularities.
However, beyond that, a far more interesting question developed, being: Is there a way to constrain
the whole f(R) space of theories, in some way, using observational data? Such an analysis has the
potential to effectively delete a large chunk of the f(R) model market, and possibly lead to ruling
them out completely, and would thus be an important step in this branch of modified gravity theories.
The space of all f(R) theories would mathematically include all possible general functions of the Ricci
scalar. And no doubt over the last few years several papers have appeared attempting to constrain
or rule out subsets of the f(R) theory space. But seeing as the whole problem began at an analysis
of the HS model, the class of broken power law theories, which are by construct successful, should
be a good place to start; in considering whether or not in this class of models a special region of the
space gave particularly suitable fits to observational data.
We therefore considered a general broken power law model having a form given in [7], which we
shall describe in Chapter 5. In constraining the parameter space of this model, we may be able to
draw some useful conclusions on the best value of the exponent of the Ricci scalar in f(R) theories.
And since this is supported by cosmological data, it could significantly reduce the viable power law
parameter space that need be considered in f(R) cosmology. If we could, for example, conclusively
say that the power of the Ricci scalar in f(R) theories having a power law correction is preferred
by certain groups of data to be n = 1, this could simplify the cosmology equations for such theories
when studying other phenomena that could assess the suitability of the theory.
Once again the difficulty with sudden singularities in the f(R) scenario entered our parameter
optimisation MCMC scheme (see Section 5.2). And to understand them, especially in the case
of the HS model, we, as others have before, for example [8], resorted to the equivalence between
4The appearance of these singularities is discussed in Section 3.2.4
5This may also correspond to a special relationship between the parameters.
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chameleon like f(R) theories and the scalar tensor gravity modification. I present the conditions
for this equivalence when I discuss scalar tensor theories in Chapter 3, and show the potentials
of the scalar field in both of the models which we studied in Chapter 5, where the occurrence of
the singularity becomes clear. We also give an analytic expression, for a special case of HS model,
giving the relationship between the model parameters to guarantee a regular expansion history6.
But in general, to deal with these singularities, we constructed an effective filter, which on detecting
some singular-like behaviour, we avoided them, by assigning a large χ2 parameter to the parameter
optimisation routine. I give a break down of this method in Section 5.4.3, and some curious results
on the regions of singularities in the phase space are presented. In the final stages of the project, we
simply set a prior on the ranges of the parameters, in each model, which avoid problematic regions.
The rest of this thesis is set out to clarify the steps taken to answer the questions highlighted in
these introductory paragraphs. I give a short history and description of cosmology, its development
and briefly present important results in GR in the next chapter, leading to a discussion of current
cosmological observation data, and the ΛCDM model. I also review f(R) gravity, as an alternative
to GR, after motivating the modification of GR in the first place, and specifically in the metric
formalism, give the system of equations determining the background cosmological evolution. In
Chapter 4, I write down the details of cosmological perturbations and cite the equations which we
used, in the 1+3 covariant gauge invariant formalism to investigate the evolution of perturbations
in f(R) gravity. Chapters 5, 6 and 7 comprise the unique presentation of the results obtained in
this project. Chapter 5 details the models under scrutiny, the approach taken to solve the problem,
and the data used. Chapter 6 presents constraints on parameters of a general viable broken power
law model, obtained by minimising residuals with respect to the background SNIa and BAO data.
Chapter 7 complements the results of Chapter 6, with a set of constraints on the same parameters
obtained by considering the linear matter power spectrum of Luminous Red Galaxies (LRGs). The
results of the total analysis point to a preferred value for the exponent of the Ricci scalar in this class
of theories, significantly constraining its parameter space.
6In general, this is not possible, and we made use of numeric methods to find the spaces where singularities are
most likely to be found.
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Chapter 2
Foundational Concepts in Cosmology
The study of cosmology lies on two fundamental assumptions. The first is the assumption that General
Relativity successfully describes the interaction between the geometry of space time and the matter
content of the universe. The second is an assumption known as the Cosmological Principle, without
which much of the road comprising modern cosmology cannot be paved [9], [10]. The Cosmological
Principle states that the Universe is homogeneous and isotropic at cosmologically relevant scales.
This notion, powerful as it is, is backed up to a high degree by the isotropy of the Cosmic Microwave
Background (CMB), and it is a widely accepted premise in the field, except where the investigation is
to question its validity. However, our mere presence, enabling our scientific questioning of the universe,
requires matter having clumped, stars being formed, and general non homogeneity at smaller scales.
In order to move forward cosmologists are faced with the task of separating the dynamics of small
scale and large scale evolution of the observable universe. We impose the background of homogeneity
and isotropy, and then upon this background we can introduce perturbations to describe the seeds
of the inhomogeneity we observe. However, before we get there, the gravitational interaction, which
is the only force we know able to act over large distances, must be understood. This chapter focuses
on introducing Cosmology using General Relativity (GR), so that we can continue the discussion of
alternatives to GR.
2.1 Concepts in General Relativity
General Relativity is a theory which was born out of the need to unify Special Relativity and the
gravitational force. The description of gravity previously contained within it the idea of action at a
distance and the instantaneous influence of one body on another, which is incompatible with Special
Relativity.
Einstein’s main concerns were i) The motion of a body in space seems not to depend on its
internal nature, and that all bodies fall in the same way in a gravitational field ii) that the laws of
physics observed by any person is invariant of where that person is and iii) that the results of a non
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gravitational experiment performed in a laboratory, is independent of the motion of that laboratory.
Under the premise that the above three statements are true, the idea that all motion of particles
are satisfying some minimised criterion, inspired Einstein to propose that what we perceive as the
gravitational interaction is actually our motion (and that of all bodies) along the geodesics of a curved
space time. Further to this, he attempted to address Mach’s concerns about Special Relativity; the
idea the space and time and matter are all inseparably intertwined, and that the motion of a particle
must be determined relative to the motion of all other matter in the universe, for in an empty universe,
it would be impossible to know what acceleration or rotation means [10].
This lead to the discovery of rules relating to a General Relativity, describing how the gravitational
force fits into relativity of motion, along with the development of tensor calculus, and the Einstein
field equations. These are given by,
Gµν = κTµν , (2.1)
mathematically stating that the space time geometry of the metric is related locally to the matter
contained in the space time, and vice versa, which revolutionised the way we think about space and
time and gravity. κ = 8piG/c4, where G is Newton’s gravitational constant, c is the speed of light,
and Gµν is the Einstein tensor,
Gµν ≡ Rµν − 1
2
gµνR. (2.2)
Here, Rµν is the Ricci tensor, and R is the Ricci scalar, giving measures of the curvature of the given
space-time considered, specified by the metric gµν . The Einstein tensor encapsulates the dependence
on the curvature of the space time metric gµν . The right hand side of equation (2.1) is proportional to
the stress energy momentum tensor, Tµν defined below by expression (2.31), describing the properties
and interactions of fluid matter embedded in space time.
One of the cornerstones of relativity, and the foundation of general relativity is the inability to
distinguish between two observers, and that their physical experience of the world and any mea-
surements of observables made by observers are equal and should be governed by the same laws of
Physics. This progressed the development of tensor calculus in the need to be inclusive of all possible
coordinate systems by which physical solutions can be expressed in our universe, and to prioritize
those quantities which are invariant of coordinate choice. A test particle subject to no other exter-
nal forces, falling along the geodesics of a curved space time, will essentially be parallel transported
across the space-time manifold, and the motion, xµ, of this test particle is determined by the geodesic
equation:
x¨µ + Γµνλx˙
ν x˙λ = 0, (2.3)
where the metric connection is given by the Christoffel symbol, defined by the partial derivatives of
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the metric as
Γµνλ =
1
2
gµρ(∂νgλρ + ∂λgρν − ∂ρgνλ). (2.4)
Note that the parallel transportation of a vector on a manifold of arbitrary curvature, which, under no
external forces, is the trajectory of a test particle, also requires a carefully defined covariant derivative
satisfying
∇αgµν = 0. (2.5)
The parallel transport of a vector along a closed loop in a manifold leads to a characterisation of
the curvature of that manifold; in a curved space-time, requiring that the start and end points are
exactly equal would lead to a change in the orientation of the vector, and if the orientation is controlled
(as it is in parallel transport), the start and end points will be different. This same phenomenon
can also be identified through the deflection of two particles, initially parallel, falling along their
respective geodesics. The geodesic deviation equation describes this deflection by considering the
relative separation between two geodesics, using as basis vectors the unit tangent to the geodesic,
q, and a unit vector orthogonal to the tangent, s. In this set up, we can describe the relative
“acceleration” between two geodesics, mathematically, and this gives a measure of the curvature of
the space time in that region. Specifically, it shows how congruent adjacent geodesics shift in the
presence of a gravitational field,
Aµ = Rµναβu
νuαnβ, (2.6)
where Aµ = ∂
2xµ
∂q2
is the acceleration, nµ = ∂x
µ
∂s illustrating that the relative acceleration between two
neighbouring geodesics is proportional to the curvature of the manifold, controlled by the Riemann
tensor,
Rµναβ = ∂αΓ
µ
νβ − ∂βΓµνα + ΓµσαΓσνβ − ΓµσβΓσνα, (2.7)
where Γαβµ is the Levi Civita connection. The physical implication of the deviation given by Equation
(2.6), especially for extended bodies, would be the generation of a tidal effect, as matter particles are
forced along geodesics curved by a gravitational field.
The Riemann tensor has a set of symmetry properties, which define a group of identities known
as the Bianchi identities;
Rα[βµν] = 0, (2.8)
Rαβµν = R[αβ][µν] = Rµναβ , (2.9)
equation (2.8) is known as the first Bianchi identities. The following symmetry in its derivatives,
∇[σRαβ]µν = 0, (2.10)
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gives the second Bianchi identities. Contracting (2.10) twice we obtain the twice contracted Bianchi
identities,
∇αRαµ +∇βRβµ −∇µR = 0, (2.11)
which imply
∇αGαβ = 0, (2.12)
stating that the Einstein tensor, Gαβ , is conserved on any generic curved manifold. Equation (2.12)
examined in conjunction with Equation (2.1) leads to
∇αTαβ = 0, (2.13)
which is the continuity equation, stating the conservation of energy.
It is now common to teach cosmology including a modification to Einstein’s equations (2.1), which
includes a cosmological constant such that
Gµν = κTµν − Λgµν . (2.14)
This makes it possible for the generation of a late time accelerated epoch of cosmological expan-
sion, which is actually required from the theory of gravity if SNIa observations, cosmic microwave
measurements and the big bang model is to be upheld. We will come back to this point later. In
the development below for the rest of Chapter 1, we shall assume the inclusion of the cosmological
constant, Λ, on the right hand side of the Einstein Field Equations. It is essential to require that Λ
is invariant in space and time,
∇µΛ = 0. (2.15)
2.2 1+3 Decomposition of Space-time
The 1+3 decomposition is an analytic approach to studying the equations of motion in a gravitational
field, that has the advantage of being physically intuitive, and is especially useful in extended gravity
theories, like f(R) models, where the modification may be considered as a separate fluid source, as
will be seen in the next chapter.
2.2.1 Kinematics
In the 1+3 approach, a choice of a preferred family of world lines, representing specific types of
observers, is made, and this choice is identified by the 4 velocity field of a fundamental observer,
uα. In the plasma of the early universe, this velocity represents an average velocity of the matter
contained, which is uniquely defined by the temperature of primordial “fireball”, and at late times, the
universe will exhibit a clustering of families of world lines, indicating a preferred average motion of
matter at a given point. The choice of this vector field, or frame is the starting point of any analysis
in this formalism, we take it to be the matter frame.
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The four velocity is defined to be
uα =
dxα
dτ
, uαuα = −1. (2.16)
From our modern observer perspective, this could be taken to be the unique 4-velocity which cancels
the dipole in the cosmic microwave background.
Once the frame is chosen, given the velocity uα of a time-like observer, the following unique
projection tensors are defined by:
i) projecting parallel to the 4 velocity vector for any tensor V ,
V αβ = −uαuβ =⇒ V ασV σβ = V αβ , V αα = 1 , Vαβuβ = uα, (2.17)
ii) and projecting orthogonal to the 4 velocity, onto the instantaneous rest frame of this observer:
hαβ = gαβ + uαuβ =⇒ hασhσβ = hαβ , hαα = 3 , hαβuβ = 0. (2.18)
Thus, a space time can be separated into hypersurfaces, where the projection tensor hαβ defines
the spatial part of the instantaneous rest spaces of the chosen observer, and we can choose any affine
parameter running along the world lines to represent “time”.
Using the four dimensional volume element with the splitting described above, uα and hαβ are
used to form the volume element projected onto the instantaneous rest spaces,
ηαβγ = u
σησαβγ =⇒ ηαβγ = η[αβγ] , ηαβγuγ = 0. (2.19)
Furthermore, for a generic tensor Tµναβ i) the covariant time derivative parallel to the fundamental
world line is defined by,
T˙µναβ = u
σ∇σTµναβ, (2.20)
and ii) the orthogonal covariant spatial derivative with total projection on all the indices is,
∇˜σTµναβ = hµγhνκhθαhρβhχσ∇χT γκθρ, (2.21)
where a tilde denotes the fact that if there is a non-zero vorticity component of the 4-velocity then
the above derivative must be distinguished from the 3D proper covariant derivative.
Further useful vector and tensor relations, and projections are summarised below, where angle
brackets denote both the orthogonal projection of vectors, and their covariant derivatives with respect
to time;
v〈α〉 = hαβvβ, v˙〈α〉 = hαβ v˙β, (2.22)
and the orthogonally projected symmetric trace-free part of tensors, and their derivatives, as
T 〈µν〉 =
[
h(µαh
ν)
β − 1
3
hµνhαβ
]
Tαβ, T˙ 〈µν〉 =
[
h(µαh
ν)
β − 1
3
hµνhαβ
]
T˙αβ. (2.23)
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The projected time and space covariant derivatives of projection tensors Vαβ , hαβ and volume
element ηαβγ all vanish, given the above definitions, yielding
∇˜γVαβ = ∇˜γhαβ = ∇˜γηαβ = 0 (2.24)
V˙〈αβ〉 = h˙〈αβ〉 = η˙〈αβγ〉 = 0, (2.25)
(2.26)
and,
h˙αβ = 2u(αu˙β), (2.27)
η˙αβγ = 3u˙
σησ[αβuγ] = 0. (2.28)
Splitting the first covariant derivative of the 4-velocity uβ into its irreducible parts yields
∇αuβ = −uαu˙β + ∇˜αuβ = −uαu˙β + 1
3
Θhαβ + σαβ + ωαβ, (2.29)
where the scalar corresponding to the volume expansion rate is given by Θ = ∇˜αuα, with H = Θ/3.
The symmetric trace-free tensor corresponding to the rate of shear, is σαβ = ∇˜〈auβ〉, accounting
for how the fluid is deformed as it moves, with σαβ = σ(αβ), σαβuβ = 0 and σαα = 0. Finally,
ωαβ = ∇˜[αuβ] defines the skew symmetric vorticity tensor, describing the rotation of matter relative
to some “non rotating frame”, with ωαβ = ω[αβ] and ωαβuβ = 0. The vorticity vector is defined by
ωα =
1
2
ηαβµωβµ, such that ωαuα = 0, ωαβωβ = 0. (2.30)
2.2.2 Fluid Sources
The physical properties of the matter content is described by the stress energy momentum tensor,
which, in general for a time-like observer, having 4-velocity uµ, is
Tµν = ρuµuν + q(µuν) + q(νuµ) + phµν + piµν , (2.31)
qµu
µ = 0, piµ
µ = 0, piµν = piνµ, piµνu
ν = 0, (2.32)
where, the relativistic energy density relative to uα is,
ρ = Tαβu
αuβ, (2.33)
the isotropic pressure is
p =
1
3
Tαβh
αβ, (2.34)
the relativistic momentum density, or energy flux relative to uα, is
qα = −Tβµuβhµα, (2.35)
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and projected symmetric trace free anisotropic stress tensor is
piαβ = Tµνh
µ〈αhνβ〉. (2.36)
The physics will be contained in the specification of an equation of state which relates the quantities
above.
It is fairly typical to consider, at least at first, the stress energy momentum tensor corresponding
to that of a single component perfect fluid, with density ρ, pressure p and an equation of state as the
ratio of the two; w = p/ρ such that:
qα = piαβ = 0 =⇒ Tµν = (p+ ρ)uµuν + Pgµν . (2.37)
To get the correct kind of behaviour of the matter contents, a set of energy conditions are imposed,
taking the following relational form:
T
(M)
αβ u
αuβ ≡ ρ > 0, (2.38)
(ρ+ p) > 0, (2.39)
(ρ+ 3p) > 0. (2.40)
Equation (2.38) forms the Weak Energy Condition, requiring merely that the energy density of matter
measured by any observer is strictly non negative. Equations (2.39) and (2.40) encode the Strong
Energy Condition,
T
(M)
αβ u
αuβ ≥ 1
2
T (M)uγuγ , (2.41)
which is required to ensure the attractive character of the gravity1, furthermore that the matter will
move in the direction of a positive pressure gradient. Additionally, it is required that the following
bounds on the isentropic speed of sound in the fluid are satisfied:
0 ≤ c2s ≤ 1, c2s ≡
(
∂p
∂ρ
)
s=const
, (2.42)
and this condition is known as the Dominant Energy Condition, required to ensure that the speed of
sound in the fluid is at most the speed of light, preserving causality [11], and that it must be at least
zero, ensuring the matter is stable.
2.2.3 Curvature
The 1+3 decomposition of the curvature decouples the symmetric trace free part, Cαβµν and the
symmetric traceful parts Mαβµν , of the Riemann curvature:
Rαβµν = Cαβµν +Mαβµν . (2.43)
1It is well known that many modified gravity theories result in the emergence of a scalar field which violate all the
energy conditions, allowing negative energy density or large negative pressure, which is useful in the context of the
Dark Energy problem.
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The symmetric trace free part is known as the Weyl curvature, linked to the matter only through the
Riemann curvature, it describes the “at a distance” effects of the gravitational field, determining non
local dynamics [46], defined as
Cαβµν = R
αβ
µν − 2g[α[µRβ]ν] +
1
3
Rg[α[µ g
β]
ν]. (2.44)
The Riemann tensor passes its symmetries (2.8) and (2.10) directly to the Weyl tensor, and further-
more its traceless nature lends the following property
Cαβµν = C[αβ][µν], C
α
βµα = 0 = Cα[βµν]. (2.45)
In order to write completely the decomposition of the Riemann tensor we require the decomposition
of the Weyl curvature tensor Cαβµν , which represents long range, non-local gravitational dynamics
occurring over a distance, for example tidal forces and gravitational waves [46]. In this scenario, the
motion of the matter fluid is determined by the geodesic deviation equation for time-like curves, and
the motion of radiation is determined by null congruences. The Weyl curvature may be further split,
in analogy to the decomposition of the Maxwell field strength tensor [11] , into what is known as
“gravito-electric” and “gravito-magnetic” parts, which are symmetric and traceless,
the electric part:
Eµν = Cµανβu
αuβ =⇒ Eµµ = 0, Eµν = E(µν), Eµνuν = 0, (2.46)
the magnetic part:
Hµν =
1
2
ηµανC
αβ
νσu
σ =⇒ Hµµ = 0, Hµν = H(µν), Hµνuν = 0, (2.47)
such that
Cαβµν = C
E
αβµν + C
H
αβµν . (2.48)
Then, the complete 1+3 decomposition for the Riemann tensor, in terms of both thermodynamic and
geometric quantities defined above, is given by
Rαβµν = R
αβ
P µν +R
αβ
I µν +R
αβ
E µν +R
αβ
H µν , (2.49)
where
RαβP µν =
2
3
(ρ+ 3p− 2Λ)u[αu[µhβ]ν] +
2
3
(ρ+ Λ)h[α[µh
β]
ν], (2.50)
RαβI µν = −2u[αhβ][µqν] − 2u[µh[αν]qβ] − 2u[αu[µpiβ]ν] + 2h[α[µpiβ]ν], (2.51)
RαβE µν = 4u
[au[cE
β]
ν + 4h
[α
µE
β]
ν], (2.52)
RαβH µν = 2η
αβγu[µHν]γ + 2ηµνγu
[αHβ]γ , (2.53)
and P and I represent the perfect and imperfect fluid components, and E and H represent the electric
and magnetic parts of the Weyl curvature tensor.
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2.2.4 Propagation and Constraint Equations
The Einstein equations, and its integrability conditions in the 1+3 covariant split formalism results
in three sets of equations relevant to a cosmological model.
1. Ricci identities
The first set of propagation equations result from the Ricci identities for the velocity vector field uα,
2∇[α∇β]uµ = Rαβµνuν . (2.54)
Using the derivative (2.29) in (2.14), and then splitting each of the orthogonal and parallel projec-
tions into their respective trace, symmetric trace-free and skew-symmetric parts, the following three
propagation equations, and three constraint equations are obtained:
1. The Raychaudhuri Equation
Θ˙− ∇˜αu˙α = −1
3
Θ2 + (u˙αu˙
α)− 2σ2 + 2ω2 − 1
2
(ρ+ 3p) + Λ, (2.55)
describing the acceleration. From this equation we can understand mathematically the attractive
character of gravity, and the anti attractive nature of the cosmological constant.
2. The vorticity propagation equation
ω˙〈α〉 − 1
2
ηαβµ∇˜βu˙µ = −2
3
Θωα + σαβω
β, (2.56)
describing any rotational modes.
3. The shear propagation equation
σ˙〈αβ〉 − ∇˜〈α u˙β〉 = −2
3
Θσαβ + u˙〈α u˙β〉 − σ〈α µσ β〉µ − ω〈αw β〉 − (Eαβ − 1
2
piαβ), (2.57)
illustrating how the “electric” part of the Weyl curvature Eαβ generates a shearing, resulting in a
change in the motion of the fluid.
4. The shear divergence constraint,
0 = (C1)
α = ∇˜βσαβ − 2
3
∇˜αΘ + ηαβν
[
∇˜βων + 2u˙βωµ
]
+ qα, (2.58)
or the (0α) constraint, shows how the momentum flux is related to the dynamics of the spatial
expansion.
5. The vorticity divergence constraint
0 = (C2) = ∇˜αωα − u˙αωα. (2.59)
6. The gravito-magnetic Hαβ constraint,
0 = (C3)
αβ = Hαβ + 2u˙〈αω β〉 − ηµν〈α ∇˜µσ β〉ν + ∇˜〈αω β〉. (2.60)
showing the relationship between the Weyl curvature, the vorticity and shear.
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2. Twice-contracted Bianchi identities
The second set of equations to be considered result from the twice-contracted Bianchi identities. The
constraint obtained by projecting parallel to uα yields
7. The energy conservation equation:
ρ˙+ ∇˜αqα = −Θ(ρ+ p)− 2u˙αqα − σαβpiαβ, (2.61)
and by projecting orthogonally to uα yields
8. The conservation of momentum equation:
q˙〈α〉 + ∇˜αp+ ∇˜βpiαβ = −4
3
Θqα − σαβqβ − (ρ+ p)u˙α − u˙βpiαβ − ηαβµωβqν . (2.62)
For the case of a perfect fluid, as is ours, the above conservation equations reduce to
ρ˙ = −Θ(ρ+ p), (2.63)
∇˜αp = −(ρ+ p)u˙α. (2.64)
3. Once contracted Bianchi identities
Contracting the first set of Bianchi identities (2.8) provide further constraint and propagation equa-
tions. The propagation equations from this contraction are listed below.
9. The gravito-electric E˙ propagation equation:
(E˙〈αβ〉 +
1
2
p˙i〈αβ〉)− ηµν〈α ∇˜µH β〉ν + 1
2
∇˜〈α q β〉
= −1
2
(ρ+ p)σαβ −Θ
(
Eαβ +
1
6
piαβ
)
+ 3σ〈α µ
(
E β〉µ − 1
6
pi β〉µ
)
(2.65)
− u˙〈α q β〉 + ηµν〈α
[
2u˙µH
β〉
ν + ωµ
(
E β〉ν +
1
2
pi β〉ν
)]
.
10. The gravito-magnetic H˙ propagation equation:
H˙〈αβ〉 + ηµν〈α ∇˜µ
(
E β〉ν − 1
2
pi β〉ν
)
=−ΘHαβ + 3σ〈α µH β〉µ + 3
2
ω〈α q β〉
− ηµν〈α
[
2u˙µE
β〉
ν − 1
2
σ β〉µqν − ωµH β〉ν
]
. (2.66)
The constraint equations arising from the single contraction of the Bianchi identities at (2.8) are
11. The gravito-electric divergence constraint:
0 = (C4)
α =∇˜β
(
Eαβ +
1
2
piαβ
)
− 1
3
∇˜αρ+ 1
3
Θqα − 1
2
σαβq
β − 3ωβHαβ (2.67)
− ηαβµ
[
σβνH
ν
µ − 3
2
ωβqµ
]
.
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12. The gravito-magnetic divergence (div H) constraint :
0 = (C5)
α =∇˜βHαβ + (ρ+ p)ωα + 3ωβ
(
Eαβ − 1
6
piαβ
)
(2.68)
+ ηαβµ
[
1
2
∇˜βqµ + σβν(Eνµ + 1
2
piνµ)
]
. (2.69)
The above propagation and constraint equations are closed by specifying the equation of state of
the fluid source, or sources, which amounts to choosing restrictions on the thermodynamic properties
of the matter. Particularly relevant for late time cosmological considerations is that of pressure-less
non relativistic matter, dust, with p = qα = piαβ = 0 =⇒ u˙α = 0. The kinematics and thermody-
namics above formalize the physical interaction and evolution of the matter and gravitational fields
in general relativity. We will pick up this thread again, when considering the 1+3 decomposition
in the fourth order gravity framework, and extend the above system to include a second geometric
source term arising from higher order curvature terms included in the gravitational action.
2.3 Friedmann Robertson Walker Metric
One of the most progressive stances on our place in the universe, and certainly one underpinning
cosmology, is the notion that we, as observers of the vast universe, are negligibly different from
any other observers of the same universe. It is known as the Copernican principle, and formalised
mathematically by assuming that the 4 dimensional universe apparent to us is spatially isotropic and
homogeneous, and that all points are equivalent, on large enough scales.
The observation of isotropy of spatial distribution of extra-galactic radio sources in the sky [12],
[13], and especially the extreme isotropy of the CMB, and the precision of these measurements, are
widely used as evidence for the spatial isotropy of the observed universe. Assuming the Copernican
principle, implies that every observer at any location will observe this level of isotropy, therefore we
need a space-time which exhibits spherical symmetry around us, and about every point. A universe
with this property will also be spatially homogeneous, and is called a Robertson-Walker space-time, of
which Minkowski and de Sitter space-times are both special cases. Geometrically, a homogeneous and
isotropic space-time is described by maximally symmetric spatial sections, given by the Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Roberston-Walker metric,
ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2qijdxidxj , (2.70)
such that qij represents any maximally symmetric 3-metric, having Gaussian curvature κ.
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2.3.1 Background Cosmology
Setting the background cosmology means selecting a suitable metric for the space time – one that
locally satisfies our requirements of observation –, and selecting the kind of matter contained in the
universe. From the Einstein field equations in general relativity, we can then find equations of motion
for the scale factor, and hence the expansion rate, for the universe. Using spherical coordinates, we
have
ds2 = −dt2 + a2
[
dr2
1− kr2 + r
2dΩ
]
. (2.71)
Above, dΩ = dθ+ sin2 θdφ, and the spatial curvature, k, determines the shape of the spatial sections;
k > 0 gives a positive spherical (closed) curvature to surfaces of constant time, k < 0 gives
hyperbolic (open) hyper-surfaces of constant time, and k = 0 gives flat surfaces of constant time.
Throughout this thesis we assume that the spatial sections are flat, k = 0. Note that the choice k = 0
is not an initial condition, but rather should be viewed as an approximation which is consistent with
measurements of Ωk = −k/H2a2 being very close to zero [14].
The scale factor a(t) describes the way physical distances depend on time. It characterises how
the comoving distance between two fluid points comoving with the expanding fluid, relates to the
proper distance, between those two fluid points, as the universe evolves:
D(t) = a(t)χ, (2.72)
such that χ is the constant comoving distance and D(t) gives the proper distance determined by the
expansion of the universe. The scale factor is a key measure in the study of cosmology, it can be
likened to the roll of position in mechanics; its derivatives define dynamical quantities such as the
Hubble rate of expansion of the universe H(t),
H(t) ≡ a˙(t)
a(t)
, (2.73)
and the deceleration parameter
q(t) ≡ − a¨a
a˙2
, (2.74)
together almost completely specifying an expansion history for a given model. The scale factor is
normalized such that its present value is equal to one, a0 = 1, so H0 = H(a = 1) is the present value
of the Hubble rate, known as the Hubble constant.
The dynamics of the scale factor as a function of time in an FLRW universe may be obtained
by substituting the metric at (2.71) and the energy momentum tensor for a perfect fluid at (2.37)
into the Einstein equations. Two independent dynamical equations emerge, the first known as the
Friedmann equation,
H2 =
(
a˙(t)
a(t)
)2
=
8piG
3
∑
i
ρi − κ
a2
, (2.75)
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and the second, known as the Raychaudhuri equation,
a¨(t)
a(t)
= −4piG
3
∑
i
ρi(1 + 3wi). (2.76)
ρ represents the energy densities of any possible matter fields present in the model; radiation ργ ,
pressure-less non-relativistic matter ρm etc. wi = Piρi represents the equation of state for a given
material, where P is defined uniquely through fundamental considerations of particle behaviour, for
a given fluid type. Non-relativistic matter, dust, is known to be pressure-less, such that wm = 0, and
a fluid containing only photons has an equation of state wγ = 13 . Equations (2.75) and (2.76) are
known as the cosmological field equations corresponding to an FLRW metric, the former solving the
evolution of the scale factor, and the latter describing how the expansion rate evolves with time. In
these simple cosmologies, two parameters control the solution; w, the equation of state, specifying
the matter content, and k, indicating the shape of the universe. Using the critical density, ρcr = 3H
2
8piG ,
which gives the density required for an spatially flat universe, we are able to express these densities
as fractional densities of the critical density itself,
Ωi =
ρi
ρcr
, (2.77)
such that the Friedmann equation becomes a constraining equation for the densities of energy content
of such an asymptotically flat universe, ∑
i
Ωi = 1. (2.78)
Finding solutions for the scale factor, one of the main exercises in the field of modelling in
cosmology, requires knowledge of the way the matter content of the Universe evolves with time. The
continuity equation, parametrised by the form of matter filling the universe, also given by (2.13),
may be recovered by differentiating the Friedmann equation and substituting into the Raychaudhuri
equation, obtaining:
ρ˙i + 3H(1 + wi)ρi = 0. (2.79)
Above, we assume that each of the fluids involved are perfect, moreover, that each evolves separately
from the next. There are only a few analytic solutions of the equations (2.75) and (2.79) and these
correspond to simple single fluid energy contents. Solving these equations together, the scale depen-
dence of the different forms of energy density, ρ, which feature in the stress energy momentum tensor
may be obtained. It is straight forward to show that the density of a pressure-free, non-relativistic
type of matter scales as ρ ∝ a−3, and that for radiation, ρ ∝ a−4.
The scale evolution of the density of such single fluids may then be input into the Friedmann
equation to find evolution of the scale factor with time. Analytically, given a constant equation of
state, with w 6= −1, it is straight forward to find
a =
(
3(1 + w)
2
H0t
) 2
3w+3
. (2.80)
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Substituting w = 13 for a radiation dominated universe gives a(t) =
√
2H0t, where as for dust
w = 0 yields a(t) =
(
3H0t
2
)2/3. Even though these solutions correspond to very special cases, they are
to a large extent extremely useful in studying various epochs of the universe where it is reasonable
to assume that one of the types of energy density dominate drastically over any other forms of
energy present. The matter energy density today is about a factor of 104 more significant than
the energy density of radiation. Over the last thirty years, as it became clear through observations
that a time independent, spatially homogeneous fluid has overtaken the matter content, driving the
observed accelerated expansion of the universe, a cosmological constant was considered as a mysterious
additional form of energy density. If a cosmological constant is the dominant energy content, we find
a(t) = eH0t as a solution for the scale factor, resulting in an exponential expansion of the universe.
2.4 Distance measures in FLRW cosmology
The Universe, as we see it, is effectively only an instance of its whole evolution. Describing it
comes down to a handful of observables, which come from measurements of objects we can see,
consisting of magnitudes of fluxes, angular sizes in the sky, and the motion and variation of these
observables. Below, I briefly recount the definition of the distances used in cosmology (an essential
inferred observable), and the part they play in various measurements and data analyses.
Hubble’s law, which is the first order term of a Taylor expansion of the scale factor around the
present epoch (t0, where a(t0 = 1)), gives a linear relation between the recession velocity of an object
and its distance, where the Hubble parameter, H is the constant of proportionality, which while
constant in space, varies with time.
v = Hd. (2.81)
We can define a characteristic time for the age of the universe given by the inverse of the present
value of the Hubble parameter
tH =
1
H0
= 9.78× 109h−1 yr , (2.82)
and we define the Hubble distance as being the distance travelled by light for the duration of the age
of the universe:
DH =
c
H0
= 3000h−1 Mpc, (2.83)
where h is a parameter related to the definition of the Hubble rate as H0 = 100h kms−1Mpc−1, such
that we can constrain dimensionless h alone. The above quantities set a scale for our Universe, and
it is common to work in units which set them equal to one; c = tH = DH = 1, which we also choose
to do.
The comoving distance, defined as the distance normalised by the expansion of the universe, is
given by the integration along a light ray of the distance travelled divided by the scale factor
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χ = c
∫ t0
t
cdt′
a(t′)
. (2.84)
Distances in cosmology depend on what kind of geometry we assume the universe to have, hence
the value that k, the curvature parameter in the metric, plays an important role. Letting Ωk = −kD2H ,
the radial integral, assuming the observer is at zero, gives an expression for the comoving distance in
each scenario:
χ =
∫ DM
0
dr√
1− kr2 =

DH√
Ωk
sinh−1
(√
Ωk
DM
DH
)
for Ωk > 0
DM for Ωk = 0
DH√
|Ωk|
sin−1
(√|Ωk|DMDH ) for Ωk < 0.
where DM is the “proper” motion distance. In a Euclidean geometry, the comoving distance and the
“proper” motion distance are equivalent, however any curvature will generate a deviation between the
two. We can now define three important distance measures.
The angular diameter distance, a measure based on the apparent proper size of an object on the
sky, is given by
DA =
DM
1 + z
, (2.85)
where redshifts are usually determined from the emission spectrum of the object. The angular
diameter distance is a significant observable, when objects of known size are identified. Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations are an important example, which I will discuss in Chapter 5. Given the total
incoming flux from an object, we can use the relationship between bolometric flux, F , and bolometric
luminosity, L, to define
DL ≡
√
L
4piS
,
what is known as the luminosity distance of an object, DL. Since the surface brightness of an object
in recession is reduced by a factor of (z + 1)−4 while the angular area decreases like D−2A , we have
the following relationship between luminosity distance and angular diameter distance
DL = (1 + z)DM = (1 + z)
2DA.
Luminosity distances are especially important in the observations and analyses of point source
objects. Supernovae, which comprise important background data in any expansion history study of
our Universe or model universes alike, are primarily identified through their spectral redshifts and
their luminosity distances, which translate to another important measurable in astronomy, known as
the distance modulus. The distance modulus, d, based on the absolute magnitude definition of the
brightness of celestial objects is defined as follows: Given the apparent magnitude of an object, m,
its absolute magnitude, M , which is its apparent magnitude normalised at a distance of 10 pc from
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the source, so that m = M + d, the distance modulus, d, can be related to the luminosity distance
via
d ≡ 5 log
(
DL
10 pc
)
.
Later, in a statistical analysis, we consider the distance moduli of supernovae of type Ia, to gain
background constraints on a specific model for f(R) gravity.
2.5 The Concordance Model
Modern era cosmologists find themselves in a complicated love-hate relationship with what has come
to be known as the concordance model of cosmology. It is a parameterisation of the Big Bang Theory
containing an inflationary scenario at early times, Cold Dark Matter thought to have driven structure
formation, and a cosmological constant for Dark Energy, supposed to drive the late time accelerated
expansion of space. It is probably the best fitting model with the multitude of cosmological data we
have at our disposal today.
But in reality both dark matter and dark energy still require robust description; it is the task of
this generation of cosmologists to find a better grasp, intuitively and scientifically, of what exactly
the nature of the these two mysterious energy components are. Below, I include some of the main
points of the conversation regarding this model; outlining the evidence and the shortcomings.
2.5.1 Evidence for Dark Matter
The period from 1930 to 1980 was a trial for the existence of dark matter [15], [16]. It started with
the discrepancy between the luminous mass of galaxy clusters, specifically the Coma cluster, and the
apparent mass predicted by their motions. This came to be known as the missing mass discrepancy,
brought to attention by Zwicky in 1933 [17]. With the observation of the galaxy rotation curve for
M31, which was the subject of much research for at least a few decades, it became clear that some-
thing was missing, when a flattening of the rotation curve was noted. This phenomenon suggests
higher densities of matter than observed, and is consistent with the idea that the baryonic luminous
part of the galaxy is embedded in a “halo” of dark matter. This dark matter has a density profile that
decreases as 1/r2. In 1978, X-ray observations of the Virgo cluster [18] revealed an enormous dark
matter component, and triggered a phase of research in galaxy clusters which provided insights into
the fact that the potential wells associated with clusters of galaxies are far deeper than those inferred
by a galaxy cluster comprising only of baryonic matter [19]. This was confirmed by weak lensing
measurements. By 1980, it was widely accepted in astronomy that dark matter was a newly identi-
fied form of clustering matter density, existing in large haloes around galaxies and galaxy clusters.
A few years later, upper limits on CMB anisotropies ruled out a cosmic fluid having only adiabatic
baryonic fluctuations, the idea of a massive neutrino lead to the theory of hot dark matter. However,
hot dark matter fails to construct the observed large scale structure today, and cold dark matter,
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which evolves more slowly with time, was the preferred dark matter candidate. While consensus has
been established regarding the existence of cold dark matter, the search for the perfect dark matter
candidate, or components, continues [20].
2.5.2 Evidence for Λ, the cosmological constant
Evidence for dark energy first cropped up in the 1980s. Measurements of temperature anisotropies
in the CMB pointed strongly to the initial curvature being extremely close to zero, exhibiting spatial
flatness, while the total amount of matter is constrained to about 26.8% dark matter and 4.9%
baryonic matter, as a percentage of the critical density required for flatness. This implies the existence
of an additional form of pressure-less matter making up nearly 68.3% of the total energy density of
the universe; making a case for dark energy. There was also a rather large discrepancy between the
estimates of the ages of the oldest globular clusters, pinned at between 12 and 14 billion years, and the
age of a spatially flat matter dominated universe. Then, in the early 90s, when research showed that a
CDM dominated universe was incompatible with observations of the large scale clustering of galaxies,
a cosmological constant was considered in an attempt to explain clustering in a range of scales. Later
in that same decade was when the evidence for dark energy became especially compelling, it became
impossible to ignore the necessity for a non clustering energy density in the modern interpretation of
cosmology. Major evidences are:
• Measurements of distances and redshifts of Supernovae Type Ia indicate the universe is ex-
panding at an accelerated rate, and are distinctly more consistent with a universe containing a
cosmological constant, than a flat matter dominated universe. Data constrains the equation of
state of the dominant fluid energy density is w = p/ρ ≈ −1.068+0.080−0.082 [21], [22]
• Data from CMB anisotropies and large scale galaxy clustering prefer a model containing a
cosmological constant energy density having equation of state w = −1.10± 0.14, such that the
fractional energy density ΩΛ = 0.725± 0.016 [23], [24], [25]
• Cross correlating the Integrated Sachs Wolfe (ISW) effect measured from the CMB with large
scale structure surveys [26] favour an equation of state for dark energy to be around w =
−1.01+0.30−0.40 at around 4 σ [27].
• Tracking the evolution of the number densities of galaxy clusters as a function of redshift, and
therefore time, indicates that it is very unlikely that the universe is flat and matter dominated.
In fact the number densities of clusters indicate accelerated expansion at least out to a redshift
of 2.
See [28] for an excellent and detailed summary of evidence for dark energy. In any case, the
above arguments, stated together, display what seems like an agreement or concordance with the
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requirement for both dark matter and dark energy in amounts that are consistent with each piece
of evidence, leading to the ΛCDM parametrisation. This model, containing mostly dark energy as a
cosmological constant, and second mostly cold dark matter, is called the Concordance model for this
reason, and it seems cosmology is now its fight to lose. However, there are several points of weakness
in this model, which still promises continued work and excitement for young physicists, and I list
them below, as it is this section which forms a large part of the motivation for the rest of the thesis,
and I am quite sure, many theses to come.
2.6 Shortcomings of ΛCDM
In sharp contrast with the success of the ΛCDM model on very large cosmological scales (X-ray,
weak and strong lensing observations of galaxy clusters, the angular power spectrum of the cosmic
microwave background, the matter density power spectrum as well as the luminosity distances of
supernova), several discrepancies on smaller scales do exist, regarding the nature of dark matter.
• Baryons and dark matter are thought to have very different production mechanisms; cold dark
matter is thought to be produced via thermal production, where as baryons are known to be
produced non-thermally. However, the energy densities of dark matter and baryons track very
closely. This is called the coincidence problem of dark matter [29].
• Galaxies are observed to rotate like a solid body of uniform density at the bulge, implying a
dark matter density core at the centre of galaxies. However, N-body simulations determine the
density profile of cold dark matter in galaxies to exhibit cuspy behaviour near the centre of the
dark matter halo, such that the density increases sharply as we reach the centre. Therefore,
there is a discrepancy in dark matter simulations and observational inference [30].
• Another problem rooted in a disagreement between simulations of galaxy formation in the CDM
paradigm and observations is known as the missing satellites problem [31]. Simulations predict
that a ΛCDM dominated universe would result in numerous dwarf galaxies orbiting the main
galaxy. When applied to the Milky Way, it is predicted that our home galaxy should have about
500 satellite galaxies gravitationally bound, however, we only observe about 30 such galaxies.
It has been proposed as a solution to this problem that these dwarf galaxies consist completely
of dark matter, having very little or no stars at all.
In addition to the issues on small scale, mainly issues for Dark Matter to answer to, the cosmo-
logical constant is itself a problematic quantity. Besides having very little fundamental motivation
for its inclusion in the theory other than to fix the late time acceleration of the Universe’s expan-
sion, it suffers a terrible phenomenological issue, known as he cosmological constant problem, as its
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inferred value is about 120 orders of magnitude smaller than its value predicted by particle physics.
The cosmological constant also suffers a coincidence problem; its energy density is the same order of
magnitude today as the matter density today. Given that these two quantities evolve in completely
different ways, based on their apparently completely different nature, the coincidence of their present
values gives pause for thought on whether a cosmological constant is the best interpretation of dark
energy.
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Chapter 3
f (R) Gravity
Dark energy is one of the most fascinating problems of our time. It represents an absolute unknown
quantity, availing a single clue : the apparent accelerated expansion of the universe at the present
time.
Modifications to GR emerged almost immediately upon its acceptance by the scientific community,
in 1919 when Weyl toyed with the inclusion of higher order curvature invariants in the Einstein-Hilbert
action. While this and other attempts were driven by curiosity alone, the physical motivation for such
exercises was yet to come. For a while, the high energy, strong gravity regime of physics stimulated
interested in higher order theories of gravity, where it was shown that, unlike GR, higher order theories
are renormalisable [32], and taking quantum corrections into account requires higher order curvature
invariants in the gravitational action [33], [34], [35], [36]; and in such cases the modification to GR
would be effective only at scales on the order of the Planck length in the primordial universe [37]
or near extremely dense objects [38]. The low energy, late time implications of a modified theory of
gravity only became a field of interest later in the 20th century, when the revelation that over 75%
of the energy density of the universe may be unknown, came to light from projects such as High-
Z Supernova search team (1994), Sloan Digitial Sky Survey (2000) and the Wilkinson Microwave
Anisotropy Probe (2001) to name a few [39], [40], [41].
Dark energy signals new forms of energy density or additional physics, or both. While the ΛCDM
model, a widely accepted description of the universe —containing two dark forms of energy, Dark
matter and Dark energy and a physically unexplained period of rapid inflation— does very well
to describe the Universe we live in and matches many observations, it suffers several well known
drawbacks. Since, there is no reason to dismiss a more general theory of gravity than GR, the idea
that the observed accelerated expansion of the universe emerges as a low energy, large scale artefact
of such a theory should not, and can not, be ignored.
Extending General Relativity amounts to making one or more generalisations of the following form;
(i) adding fields, (ii) including higher order derivatives of the curvature or curvature related invariants,
and, or (iii) adding dimensions to the spacetime. These modifications resulted in the explosion of the
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field of extended gravity theories [42], [43] far richer than GR in complexity, such as the Lovelock
theories featuring field equations second order in the metric [44], Gauss-bonnet theories [45], [46], [47],
scalar-tensor theories [48], [49], [50], [51] , Tensor-Vector-Scalar (TeVeS) [52], [53], [54], theories with
extra dimensions [55], and Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP) [56] theories for gravity. In this chapter we
focus our attention on a class of theories that gained popularity after the discovery of the accelerating
universe, however had been considered in the context of inflation [37], which involves introducing a
generic function of the Ricci scalar into the action from which Einstein’s field equations are derived.
We give a detailed review of the motivation behind it, its appeal and difficulties, and present general
results in f(R) gravity. We also consider the equivalence between f(R) theories and a subclass of
scalar-tensor theories; namely Brans-Dicke gravity.
3.1 Scalar -Tensor Theories
Probably the first competitor to Einstein’s GR, was Nordstro¨m’s 1912 conformally flat scalar theory
of gravity. In 1937, Dirac showed by allowing the gravitational coupling, G, to vary slowly over
cosmological time scales, there was a relationship that naturally emerged, between the cosmological
constants and the fundamental physical constants. This idea was developed by Jordan, a little over a
decade later, using a scalar field to describe the gravitational coupling. In his theory, the gravitational
scalar field behaved like a matter field, and satisfied a conservation law which was added to the
theory, [57], [58]. By 1961, these ideas, thanks to Brans and Dicke [59], culminated into a complete
gravitational theory, containing a scalar field, which, together with the metric tensor, is responsible
for the gravitational interaction. The so-called Brans - Dicke theory is indeed considered to be the
prototype of alternative theories to General Relativity [58].
Thereafter, scalar field considerations towards viable alternatives to general relativity, which in-
clude Brans-Dicke theory as a sub class, developed into branches of research including scalar fields
coupled non-minimally to curvature and induced gravity. Further popularity of a gravitational scalar
field stems from the fact that such a field is actually a vital part of theories such as supergravity,
superstring and M-theories. Scalar fields have also been essential in the development of inflationary
scenarios following the increasing support of an inflationary epoch to cure several well known short-
comings of the big bang theory. Thus, it appears, the scalar field, has yet a large role to play in at
least theoretical cosmology and gravitational physics.
In this section we review the action of general scalar tensor theories, their resulting field equations,
and their relation to fourth order gravity. This is an interesting point for this work, since while the
bulk of the considerations may be done from a purely metric fourth order gravity perspective, viewing
a given theory, from within a scalar tensor framework offers insight into the physical dynamics of
the effective scalar field potential, which when faced with solutions containing singularities, proved
useful. We therefore present a discussion of the equivalence between f(R) gravity and scalar-tensor
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gravity.
3.1.1 Field Equations of Scalar-Tensor Gravity
Scalar-tensor theories of gravity include Brans-Dicke, Galileons, f(R), quintessence and Horndeski
theories as subclasses. The general Lagrangian for a scalar tensor theory has the form [42],
L = 1
16pi
√−g [f(φ)R− g(φ)∇µφ∇µφ− 2λ(φ)] + LM (Ψ, h(φ)gµν), (3.1)
where f, g, h and λ are all arbitrary functions of the scalar field φ. We may absorb the function h(φ)
into the metric following the conformal transformation
h(φ)gµν → gµν . (3.2)
The resulting frame is known as the Jordan frame, wherein the scalar field and matter are independent,
the motion of test particles are coupled to geodesics, and the weak equivalence principle is satisfied
for massless test particles. The effects of this transformation on the arbitrary functions f, g, h and
λ, maybe absorbed by a redefinition of these functions. By setting f(φ) → φ, we can write the
Lagrangian density as
L = 1
16pi
√−g
[
φR− ω(φ)
φ
∇µφ∇µφ− 2Λ(φ)
]
+ LM (Ψ, gµν), (3.3)
where ω(φ) is another arbitrary function, which is called the coupling parameter, and the function
Λ is a generalisation of the cosmological constant. Variation of the action with respect to the metric
tensor leads to the following equation
φGµν +
[
φ+ 1
2
ω
φ
(∇φ)2 + Λ
]
gµν −∇µ∇νφ− ω
φ
∇µφ∇νφ = 8piTµν . (3.4)
Now, the scalar field is also an independent dynamical quantity, and varying the action with
respect to φ yields an additional field equation
(2ω + 3)φ+ ω′(∇φ)2 + 4Λ− 2φΛ′ = 8piT, (3.5)
where the primes indicate derivatives with respect to the scalar field φ. Scalar-tensor theories are
known to be conformally equivalent to general relativity. Under conformal transformations, we may
find a metric that obeys a set of field equations like the Einstein equations, such that the scalar
degree of freedom sources a matter field, which does not couple to the geodesics like ordinary matter.
Anyhow, the conformal equivalence with GR means that such theories can be studied using familiar
framework and intuition.
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3.1.2 Brans-Dicke Theory
Brans-Dicke like theories were first studied in an attempt to mathematically include Mach’s principle
in a theory consistent with GR. In Brans-Dicke theories the gravitational coupling is not a constant
but takes the form of a scalar field, which is position dependent and in principle feels the distance
scaled effects of all the matter contained in the universe [58], [59]. Renewed interest in the theory was
due to the discovery that string theories contain a low energy limit which is given by a Brans-Dicke
Lagrangian [60]. And yet further interest was fueled by the fact that f(R) theories, which due to the
chameleon mechanism [61] are once again contenders as models for weak field gravity, are dynamically
equivalent to Brans-Dicke theories.
The action for Brans-Dicke theories in the Jordan frame, may be obtained from Equation (3.3),
by sending ω → constant with Λ→ 0, and is given in terms of the metric gµν and the scalar φ by
SBD =
1
16
∫
d4x
√−g
[
φR− ω
φ
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)
]
+ SM . (3.6)
Here SM is the action of any matter fields present, and ω characterises the dimensionless Brans-Dicke
parameter. φ couples directly to the scalar curvature, but not to the matter fields. We can identify the
potential V (φ) as a general form of the “cosmological constant”, but it may not in fact be a constant,
and may reduce to an effective mass for the scalar field defined by its derivatives with respect to φ:
m2 =
1
2ω + 3
(
φ
d2V
dφ2
− dV
dφ
)
. (3.7)
Variation with respect to the metric yields the following field equations
Gµν =
8pi
φ
T (M)µν +
ω
φ2
(
∇µφ∇νφ− 1
2
gµν∇αφ∇αφ
)
+
1
φ
(∇µ∇νφ− gµνφ)− V
2φ
gµν , (3.8)
as usual,
TMµν =
−2√−g
δ
δgµν
√−gLM . (3.9)
In this theory, the gravitational coupling is identified as the inverse of the scalar field,
Geff =
1
φ
, (3.10)
making it a function of spacetime. In order to obtain a positive gravitational coupling and to guarantee
the attractive character of gravity, we require that φ > 0. If we then vary the action with respect to
φ, we obtain an equation which looks like an equation of motion for the scalar field,
2ω
φ
φ+R− ω
φ2
∇αφ∇αφ− dV
dφ
= 0. (3.11)
Using the trace of the field equations, we may eliminate R, resulting in the dynamical equation
for the Brans Dicke scalar field, φ :
30
φ = 1
2ω + 3
(
8piTM + φ
dV
dφ
− 2V
)
. (3.12)
This dynamical equation may also be derived from 3.5. The Brans-Dicke parameter is a free
parameter of the theory. Values of ω = 1 are consistent with results in string theory, but in order
to satisfy local solar system tests of gravity, ω is preferred to be large. In fact, the larger ω is, the
more closely Brans-Dicke theory resembles general relativity. The latest most stringent statements
on values for ω come from the Cassini probe, and was found to satisfy ω > 40000, and it is this
fine tuning of ω which renders BD theories unattractive. However, as we will discuss later, this fine
tuning may be avoided altogether, if the mass of the scalar field is large [62], [63].
3.2 Introduction to f(R) gravity
Our choice to focus on f(R) models follows intensive research related to cosmology applications of
modified gravity theories, and the growth of a wider understanding of the consequences and limitations
of these theories. They have been the subject of some reasonable amount attention over the last few
decades, and this interest gave birth to a plethora of investigations into simple f(R) models, the
cosmologies which they govern, as well as some understanding into the caveats associated with these
theories [58], [64], [14], [65], [66].
From understanding why f(R) gravity, even in its apparently simple form, is the first general
stable modification to the E-H action that can be made [33], [32], to constructing stable and well
behaved cosmologies, which come close to mimicking our observed universe, and our favourite best fit
model, the field has evolved substantially. And the questions we are asking are continuously updated.
f(R) models were first considered as a means to facilitate the early time rapid inflation we require
in the big bang theory [37], and more recently as a mechanism to generate the late time accelerated
epoch of universal expansion. These theories result from a straight forward modification of the
Einstein-Hilbert action, where the Ricci scalar is replaced with a general function of the Ricci scalar;
S =
∫
[f(R)]
√−gd4x, (3.13)
κ = 8piG, where G is the gravitational coupling constant, g is the determinant of the metric, R is the
Ricci scalar, and we take c = ~ = 1.
The f(R) inflationary theories have survived the onslaught of cosmological data and are able to
predict the slope of the primordial power spectrum of matter density perturbations.
The renewed interest also brought to light the scalar tensor theory equivalence with f(R) gravity,
and that such an action was also able to produce the accelerated expansion, which was being sought
at the time, eg. [67]. Early studies were pessimistic about f(R) gravity; arguing that these theories
are automatically ruled out since solar system constraints required that the Brans Dicke parameter
be greater than 40000 [68], while other results concluded that f(R) going like a power law of R could
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not produce standard cosmological evolution [69], [70], both for large and small values of the Ricci
scalar. It was claimed that f(R) theories did not contain a phase of matter like expansion (t2/3),
when it was found that typically a radiation like expansion era (t1/2) preceded a phase of dark energy
expansion, eg. [71]. Since then, understanding of the dynamics of these models and the various general
restrictions which can be placed has developed significantly, and several models have been proposed
which are able to sustain a period of matter like expansion, for example [6], [72], [73], [74].
In the sections that follow, I shall discuss the details of these theories, in some cases more deeply
than others; I will review the derivation of the field equations, discuss the FLRW solutions corre-
sponding to viable theories, as well as what exactly makes a theory viable in the first place.
f(R) models for gravity are very useful to consider in this context, in that the generality they
grant is fairly wide, and their resulting field equations yield rich and interesting phenomenologies,
providing ways to reproduce whatever dynamics we desire. They are also arguably the most straight
forward modification to GR that can be made, meaning their solutions, when the form of f is chosen
well1, are tractable and their exact solutions can give insight into this class of theories as well as GR.
Probably the most attractive advantage is that in f(R) theories it is possible to avoid the Ostrogradsky
instability, from which many other higher-order modifications to the gravitational Lagrangian suffer.
The generalised form of the Lagrangian included in equation (3.13) supersedes the addition of
even higher order quadratic curvature invariants such as RµνRµν or RµναβRµναβ , which in fact will
reduce to a function of R, f(R), when considering a maximally symmetric, four dimensional space
time (such as the one which we will occupy ourselves with for the entirety of this work). The first
generalisation of the Einstein-Hilbert action would be to replace the linear gravitational component
of the Lagrangian with quadratic contractions of the Riemann tensor, R2, RµνRµν , RµναβRµναβ and
εµνσγRµναβR
αβ
σγ , resulting in the following gravitational Lagrangian :
Lg =
√−gf(R,RαβRαβ, RµναβRµναβ ...). (3.14)
However, considering the fact that the derivative of the Gauss-Bonnet invariant and εµνσγRµναβR
αβ
σγ
go to zero in four dimensional spacetimes :
(δ/δgab)
∫
d4x
√−g(RµναβRµναβ − 4RµνRµν +R2) = 0, (3.15)
(δ/δgab)
∫
d4x
√−gεµνσγRµναβRαβσγ = 0, (3.16)
as well as the following result due to the symmetries of the Riemann tensor, in maximally symmetric
space times,
(δ/δgab)
∫
d4x
√−g(3RabRab −R2) = 0, (3.17)
it is possible to express the quadratic invariants RµνRµν or RµναβRµναβ in terms of R2, (a proof
of these identities may be found in [75], p134). This conveniently allows any Lagrangian involving
1We discuss the various viability considerations which must be made in Section 3.2.4.
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these higher order quadratic invariants to be expressed in general in the form of a generic power law
function of R, or f(R), as given by Equation (3.13).
This first correction to the Einstein-Hilbert action became especially popular as a candidate to
describe the accelerated expansion of the universe without the need for a cosmological constant, as in
the ΛCDM model, or an additional unknown source in the stress energy tensor. This theory gives rise
to a gravitational field propagated by a spin-2 massless graviton, as well as massive scalar degree of
freedom which couples to density, resulting in an effective long range fifth force, which can facilitate
the late time acceleration observed, given a suitably chosen form for the function, f(R).
3.2.1 Branches of f(R) formalisms
The governing field equations for a general f(R) theory may be derived by varying the modified action
(3.13) in three different ways which result in three different formalisms within the f(R) framework.
The so called metric formalism considers the only independent variable to be the metric itself,
and the action,
Smet =
1
2κ
∫
d4x
√−gf(R) + Sm(gµν , ψ) (3.18)
is varied with respect to the metric alone, yielding the following field equations (which will be derived
in Section 3.2.2)
f ′(R)Rµν − 1
2
f(R)gµν − [∇µ∇ν − gµν] f ′(R) = κTµν . (3.19)
These equations are fourth order with respect to the metric, and the matter fluids are described by
Tµν =
−2√−g
δSM
δgµν
. (3.20)
Here, ∇µ is the covariant derivative corresponding to the Levi-Civita connection of the metric,  =
∇µ∇µ, and primes denote differentiation with respect to R the Ricci scalar.
In what is known as the Palatini formalism, the action from which we begin (3.18) remains the
same, however, we assume that the connection is an independent quantity as well as the metric, and
the action must then be varied with respect to both independently:
SPal =
1
2κ
∫
d4x
√−gf(R) + Sm(gµν , ψ), (3.21)
where the Riemann tensor and the Ricci tensor are constructed with the independent connection,
and, in this section, we denote the difference between the metric Ricci scalar, R, and the Ricci scalar
constructed with this independent connection as R = gµνRµν . Making use of the formula
δRµν = ∇¯γδΓγµν − ∇¯νδΓγµγ , (3.22)
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varying (3.21) with respect to both the metric and the connection yields
f ′(R)R(µν) −
1
2
f(R)gµν = κTµν , (3.23)
− ∇¯γ
(√−gf ′(R)gµν)+ ∇¯σ (√−gf ′(R)gσ(µ) δν)γ = 0. (3.24)
Here, ∇¯µ represents the covariant derivative defined with the independent connection used in the
variation.
The important point is that when f(R) = R in the Palatini formalism and when f(R) = R in the
metric formalism, both theories reduce to GR, and produce the same physics. However, they deviate
significantly as soon as a more general function is used in the Lagrangian, in terms of the resulting
physical theories. It is not yet clear which of these approaches is preferred.
While, in the Palatini formalism, the connection is considered independent from the metric, it does
not appear explicitly in the Lagrangian. The Lagrangian density corresponding to the matter fields is
independent of the connection itself, and the covariant derivatives of the matter fields are defined as
usual with the Levi-Civita connection. In fact it is possible to eliminate the independent connection
entirely from the field equations of Palatini f(R) gravity, since the independent connection is not
actually related to the geometry. In this sense, the Palatini formalism is still a metric theory [65].
The more general, and significantly more complicated, approach to the variation of the f(R)
action is known as metric affine f(R), where the geometric properties of the independent connection
manifest in its coupling to the matter fields present in the theory. In this way, we generalise both
of the afore mentioned approaches, taking both the metric and the connection to be independent
variables, and also allowing the matter to depend explicitly on the connection.
However, all things considered, for the research performed and presented for this thesis, it is
the metric approach which we choose to be the underlying formalism of our study into viable f(R)
theories.
3.2.2 Field equations of Metric f(R) gravity
In this section, the derivation of the field equations in metric gravity is presented and explained.
Starting with the action for a general function for f(R) as the Lagrangian density in a vacuum
given by equation (3.13) to satisfy the variational principle
δ
∫
d4x
√−gf(R) = 0, (3.25)
where we think of f(R) as being R plus a corrective term g(R), such that when g(R)→ 0 we regain
GR. Varying this action in a locally inertial frame, we obtain
δ
∫ √−gf(R) = ∫ [δ(√−gf(R)) +√−gδf(R)] d4x
=
∫ √−g [f ′(R)Rµν − 1
2
gµνf(R)
]
δgµνd4x+
∫ √−gf ′(R)gµνδRµνd4x, (3.26)
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where the primes indicate a derivative with respect to scalar curvature, R. Using the fact that
gµνδRµν = g
µν∂α(δΓ
α
µν)− gµα∂α(δΓνµν)
= ∂α(g
µνδΓαµν − gµαδΓνµν) = ∂αWα, (3.27)
where we define Wα to be
Wα ≡ gµνδΓαµν − gµαδΓνµν , (3.28)
we can write the second integral of (3.26) as:∫ √−gf ′(R)gµνδRµνd4x = ∫ √−gf ′(R)∂αWαd4x
=
∫
∂α
[√−gf ′(R)Wα] d4x− ∫ ∂α [√−gf ′(R)]Wαd4x. (3.29)
The first term in (3.29) represents the total divergence of the field, and assuming the fields go to zero
at infinity, we obtain ∫ √−gf ′(R)gµνδRµνd4x = ∫ ∂α [√−gf ′(R)]Wαd4x. (3.30)
The quantity Wα can be determined simply by considering the variation of the connection Γαµν .
Γσµν =
1
2
gσδ [gδµ,ν + gδν,µ − gµν,δ] , (3.31)
Varying the above quantity, we have
δΓαµν = δ
[
1
2
gαβ (∂µgβν + ∂νgµβ − ∂βgµν)
]
=
1
2
gαβ [∂µ(δgβν) + ∂ν(δgµβ)− ∂β(δgµν)] . (3.32)
In a locally inertial frame, the covariant derivative of the metric vanishes, so we obtain
δΓνµν =
1
2
gνβ∂µ(δgνβ). (3.33)
Using this fact, and contracting (3.32) with the metric, we have:
gµνδΓαµν =
1
2
gµν
[
−∂µ(gβνδgβα)− ∂ν(gµβδgαβ)− gαβ∂β(δgµν)
]
=
1
2
∂α(gµνδg
µν)− ∂µ(gβµδgνβ) (3.34)
and ⇒ gµαδΓνµν = −1
2
∂α(gνβδg
νβ). (3.35)
With this, we may substitute for the respective expressions into (3.28), and thus (3.30) becomes:∫ √−gf ′(R)gµνδRµν d4x = ∫ ∂α [√−gf ′(R)] [∂µ(gµνδgαν)− ∂α(gµνδgµν)] d4x. (3.36)
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Integrating the expression given by (3.36) by parts, and once again neglecting the terms corresponding
to total divergence, we obtain:∫ √−gf ′(R)gµνδRµν d4x = ∫ gµν∂α∂α[√−gf ′(R)]δgµν d4x− ∫ gµν∂µ∂α[√−gf ′(R)]δgαν d4x.
(3.37)
Thus, the variation of (3.13) gives
δ
∫ √−gf(R) d4x = ∫ √−g [f ′(R)Rµν − 1
2
f(R)gµν
]
δgµν d4x (3.38)
+
∫ [
gµν∂
α∂α(
√−gf ′(R))− gαν∂µ∂α(
√−gf ′(R))] δgµν d4x. (3.39)
Now, we obtain the fourth order vacuum field equations for f(R) gravity by setting the variation
equal to zero, to minimise:
f ′(R)Rµν − 1
2
f(R)gµν = (∇µ∇ν − gµν) f ′(R) (3.40)
For aesthetic appeal, we may add and subtract 12f
′(R)gµνR from the left hand side of (3.40), leading
to a set of equations which look very much like the Einstein Field Equations
f ′(R)Rµν +
1
2
f ′(R)gµνR− 1
2
f ′(R)gµνR− 1
2
f(R)gµν = (∇µ∇ν − gµν) f ′(R). (3.41)
Collecting the terms in the following way,
Rµν − 1
2
gµνR ≡ Gµν = 1
f ′(R)
[
(∇µ∇ν − gµν) f ′(R) + 1
2
gµν [f(R)− f ′(R)R]
]
. (3.42)
we find the Einstein tensor equal to a combination of terms in f(R).
The right hand side of (3.42) may be considered an effective stress energy tensor, behaving as a
source for the modified field. This new source term is dubbed the curvature fluid, T curvµν . Of course,
this idea is not to be taken literally, and we should be aware that actually the resulting theory is
completely different from GR. However, intuitively, it lends a useful perspective; the vacuum itself
contains a source that is generated by the geometry, in an otherwise Einstein-like field.
For a universe including matter, we have
S =
∫ √−g [f(R) + Lm] d4x, (3.43)
Lm is the Lagrangian for all matter sources present. Following the same prescription as above, the
f(R) modified field equations are obtained in a universe containing matter fields:
f ′(R)Rµν − 1
2
f(R)gµν − (∇µ∇ν − gµν) f ′(R) = Tmatterµν (3.44)
Here, as usual TMµν , the stress energy tensor for the matter components is defined by
Tµν =
−2√−g
δSM
δgµν
. (3.45)
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We can, once again, rearrange the above set of equations to resemble the Einstein field equations
with an additional source term, comprising the higher order curvature contributions:
Rµν − 1
2
gµνR = Gµν = T
(curv)
µν +
1
f ′(R)
T (matter)µν , (3.46)
so that, when the stress energy tensor for the curvature fluid is exactly zero, we recover GR. An
effective gravitational coupling can then be defined as Geff ≡ G/f ′(R). The coupling is required to
be positive, in analogy to requiring that the graviton is not a ghost, in scalar tensor gravity, and this
amounts to the following condition on the form of f(R)
f ′(R) > 0, (3.47)
which we touch on again later.
The trace of the field equations at (3.44) is given by
f ′(R)R+ 3f ′(R)− 2f(R) = κT, (3.48)
T = gµνT
(matter)
µν . The trace equation makes obvious the distinction between f(R) gravity and GR,
where we have R = −κT . In this case, a vanishing of ordinary matter sources does not imply a
vanishing of Ricci curvature, hinting at the importance of the additional field, df/dR = f ′(R) ≡ fR
and the roll it plays in the resultant physics of the given universe. In fact, we can interpret the trace
equation as being an equation of motion for this emergent scalar degree of freedom, fR, which is
sometimes called the scalaron.
For maximally symmetric solutions of the above equation, where we have surfaces of constant
curvature; R = constant, considering Tµν = 0, (3.48) reduces to
fRR− 2f(R) = 0 (3.49)
which is just an algebraic expression for R. When R = 0 is a root of the above equation, then
the field equations at (3.44) become Rµν = 0 corresponding to isotropic, homogeneous and flat
Minkowski spacetime. When R = const is taken to be a root of (3.49), the field equations (3.44)
become Rµν = gµνC/4. This root gives an interesting and desirable result, as it represents exponential
expansion of space time, similar to the behaviour of a GR universe plus a cosmological constant.
3.2.3 f(R) gravity from a Scalar - Tensor Perspective
Performing coordinate transformations, normalizations or variable redefinitions is standard in classical
mechanics, if it lends to the convenience of computation and interpretation. Finding equivalence
between theories is a tool which comes in handy, especially when a toy theory is being investigated.
For the sake of definiteness, we can say that two theories are thought to be equivalent if after an
appropriate redefinition, or transformation, or renormalization, their field equations, or the action
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from which these are derived, are identical. In this case, the dynamics of the equivalent theories are
indistinguishable, and previous progress of understanding on one theory will shed light on a theory
which is found to be a dynamically equivalent, alternative representation to the former.
It is well known that it is possible to recast quadratic modifications to GR in the form of a Brans-
Dicke theory, which is a sub class of scalar tensor theories, and this equivalence is easily extended to
the special case of f(R) gravity [65], [76]. While metric f(R) gravity explicitly seems not to include
extra fields in the action, and Palatini gravity, though containing an independent connection is also
fundamentally a metric theory, they both may be represented by various forms of a Brans-Dicke
theory. Below the equivalence is discussed considering the equivalence of the actions.
Beginning with the action for metric f(R) gravity as given at (3.13), we may introduce, for the
sake of seeing the equivalence, an auxiliary field, χ, to the action, which becomes,
Smet =
1
2κ
∫
d4x
√−g [f(χ) + f ′(χ)(R− χ)]+ SM (gµν , ψ), (3.50)
where f(R) = f(χ) + f ′(χ)(R− χ) is an expansion around the Ricci scalar. Varying with respect to
χ reveals the following equation:
f ′′(χ)(R− χ) = 0. (3.51)
Clearly, under the condition that f ′′(χ) 6= 0, we obtain that R = χ, which of course reproduces the
original action. If we identify f ′(χ) as a scalar degree of freedom, and set f ′(χ) = φ to be a scalar
field, we can then define its effective potential:
V (φ) = χ(φ)φ− f(χ(φ)). (3.52)
And this allows us to rewrite the action at (3.13) in terms of the scalar field φ and its potential;
Smet =
1
2κ
∫
d4x
√−g [φR− V (φ)] + SM (gµν , ψ), (3.53)
which is simply the action of a Brans-Dicke theory, in the Jordan frame, with the Brans-Dicke
parameter ω0 = 0, known as “massive dilaton gravity” [77]. Note that this scalar field, φ, is unlike a
matter field, and it can violate all the energy conditions2 [58]. The field equations which result from
metric variation of (3.53) are
Gµν =
κ
φ
Tµν − 1
2
1
φ
gµνV (φ) +
1
φ
(∇µ∇νφ− gµνφ), (3.54)
R = V ′(φ). (3.55)
To guarantee that an f(R) theory is dynamically equivalent to a scalar tensor theory the condition
f ′′ 6= 0 must be satisfied. Following a similar approach as above for the Palatini formalism of f(R)
2The energy conditions will be specified in Section (3.4.1).
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gravity reveals that in this framework, the Palatini f(R) theory is dynamically equivalent to the
Brans-Dicke theory, for which ω0 = −32 [65], [78], [79].
The trace of (3.54) may be used to eliminate R, resulting in an equation of motion for the scalar
field in terms of its potential in the presence of matter:
(2ω0 + 3)φ+ 2V (φ)− φdV
dφ
= κT. (3.56)
The above equation highlights the difference between metric and Palatini f(R) theories, and the
dynamics which result. It is clear to see that in the Palatini formalism the emergent scalar field, or
scalaron, is not a dynamic variable, where as in metric f(R) theory the derivatives of the scalar field
are non zero, therefore resulting in an extra scalar degree of freedom [65].
3.2.4 Viability
In this section I lay out the viability constraints on the general f(R) Lagrangians which come from
(1) reproducing the required behaviour in the weak field limit, (2) the cosmological and (3) primordial
regimes of investigation, (4) theoretical instabilities and ghost fields, and (5) sudden singularities.
Given the apparent freedom on the form of f , it has become common practice to construct a
theory which produces the desired results in the required energy level or time scale. It has been
an interesting exercise for many years, given the f(R) modified cosmological field equations, to find
forms for f which are consistent with data [6], [80], [81], [82], [7]. Even the reverse has been done,
where given sets of data, a function, which best suits the data, has been reconstructed (in fact it was
found that in this situation no function of R does better than R+Constant [83]. Below we discuss the
various considerations which must be made before an f(R) theory is accepted as potentially viable.
Cosmological dynamics
It is not difficult to find a function, which, in principle, is consistent with the background obser-
vations, in that it can produce the late time acceleration. The point of interest is making sure
that other aspects of gravitational and cosmological theory are also respected, especially Big Bang
Nucleosynthesis, the temperature anisotropies of the CMB and the expected growth of large scale
structure. The theory must provide an inflationary period, which can solve the horizon, flatness and
monopole problems. After which a radiation domination phase of the universe, leading to a matter
domination phase must be present. Finally evolving toward a stable de Sitter type expansion, such
that the theory agrees with observations. Furthermore, there should be smooth transitions between
the various phases.
Correct Weak-field limit
It took some time before consistent results regarding the weak field limit in f(R) theories of gravity
were derived and understood. In 2003, Chiba [84] concluded that, by virtue of the fact that observa-
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tions required Brans-Dicke theories with ω0 ≥ 40000, f(R) theories must be ruled out, having ω0 = 0.
However, the Parametrized Post Newtonian parameter, γ = −Ψ/Φ, defined by the ratio of the New-
tonian potentials, is determined by both the mass of the scalar field in these theories, as well as the
Brans-Dicke parameter, ω0. When the mass is small, constraints on ω0 are equivalent to constraints
on γ. However, if the mass of the scalar field is endowed with the Chameleon mechanism , and is able
to acquire a large mass locally depending on the environment, then in this regime the mass of the
scalar field will dominate over ω0, allowing a select class of f(R) theories to survive [61], [85]. Once
the scalar is massive, and the range is short, it will effectively be invisible to experiments performed
within the Newtonian limit, as well as the post Newtonian limit.
Regarding the existence of a Newtonian limit, it was shown in [86] that the existence of a stable
Newtonian limit may be ascertained by the existence of a stable ground state of the theory, whether
the ground state solution is Minkowski, de Sitter or anti-de Sitter. For a function to provide a theory
with a stable Newtonian limit; that is in the regime for R where Newtonian gravity can be applied,
compact objects, low velocities and relevant curvatures 3, the following conditions on f(R) must be
met [87]:
|f(R)−R|  R, (3.57)
|f ′(R)− 1|  1, (3.58)
RF ′′(R) 1, (3.59)
for R  R0, which guarantee that any deviations from GR to the metric of a general space time
are kept small. Also the Compton wavelength of the scalar field is much smaller than the radius of
curvature of the background [87].
These are essential considerations regarding the form of f , and failing the weak field limit renders
a theory worthless.
Instabilities
Another issue which is considered as a problem for most higher - order theories of gravity is the
appearance of ghost fields. These are massive states of negative norm and, in this context, result in
the Hamiltonian for a given theory to be unbounded from below.
Classical and quantum stability
If the modified Lagrangian includes higher order curvature invariants and derivatives, it has been
shown that a new spin-2 ghost field appears [33], [32], resulting in issues with the quantum stability
of the theory [88] as well as on a classical level.
3Curvatures much larger than the present background value in an FRLW universe, but smaller than those interior
to very compact bodies, eg. neutrons stars/ black holes.
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To ensure the classical and quantum stability of a theory in the physically relevant domain, R > 0,
the following requirements on the derivatives of f are crucial:
f ′(R) > 0, (3.60)
f ′′(R) > 0. (3.61)
(3.60) guarantees that gravity is attractive and that the effective gravitational constant is positive. It
also ensures that the graviton is not a ghost [87], and a violation of this requirement has been shown
to result in the loss of homogeneity and isotropy in regular FLRW models, and the formation of a
strong space like anisotropy curvature singularity [89], [90].
The requirement (3.61) is to protect against the problem detailed in [91], known as the Dolgov-
Kawasaki instability, which is a dangerous instability that occurs on very short time scales. Further-
more, a weak sudden singularity can also form if f ′′(R) = 0 for a finite value of the scalar curvature.
The Dolgov-Kawasaki Instability
To summarize its importance, following [91], let us parametrize the correction to general relativity
as f(R) = R + g(R), such that  is a small positive constant, containing the dimensions of mass
squared, leaving the function g(R) dimensionless. Substituting this into the modified trace equation
(3.48), we obtain
R+ g
′′′
g′′
∇µR∇µR+
(
g′ − 1
3g′′
)
R =
κT
3g′′
+
2g
3g′′
, (3.62)
assuming g′′ 6= 0.
We may approximate the local metric as
gµν = ηµν + hµν , (3.63)
in a weak field region, where we can expand the scalar curvature R as
R = −κT +R1, (3.64)
where R1 is a small perturbation around the GR approximation. η is the usual Minkowski metric We
may then consider the trace equation to study the dynamics of R1, which to a first order gives:
R¨1 −∇2R1 − 2κg
′′′
g′′
T˙ R˙1 +
2κg′′′
g′′
~∇T · ~∇R1 + 1
3g′′
(
1

− g′
)
R1 = κT¨ − κ∇2T − (κTg
2 + 2g)
3g′′
(3.65)
The coefficient of the last term on the left hand side is effectively the square of the mass of R1
m2 ' 1
3g′′
, (3.66)
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and is dominated by the term ( 13g′′ ), since the value of  is very small [91], [92].
The theory will be fine if g′′ = f ′′ > 0 is satisfied, and unstable if the sign of the effective mass
is negative [92]. To protect against the Dolgov-Kawasaki instability, we require that f ′′(R) > 0. To
include the case of general relativity, where f ′′(R) = 0, we require that f ′′(R) ≥ 0. Interestingly,
because the scalar field in the Palatini formalism is non dynamical, it does not suffer any Dolgov-
Kawasaki instability. Of course, the above considerations only hold in a small neighbourhood confined
to local expansion. However, we may derive a condition for the stability of the de Sitter space in f(R)
theories of gravity, by assuming a de Sitter background, and considering a very general action which
includes f(R) gravity, scalar tensor gravity, and mixtures of the two [66]. Considering, as we shall
do in general in this work, an FLRW metric to describe the background, the following conditions for
the existence of a stable de Sitter space solution is obtained
(f ′0)2 − 2f0f ′′0
f ′0f ′′0
≥ 0, (3.67)
which is consistent with the stability condition for homogeneous perturbations [65], [93], [94].
Sudden Singularities
There exists another instability issue which plagues f(R) gravity even at a background level, due
to non linearities. Many, if not all, of the functions which are constructed to effectively produce GR
dynamics in the high curvature regime result in scalar fields for which the potentials V (φ) contain
an unprotected singularity [8].
Some of the first considerations of such singularities, in f(R) gravity, were those which occur as
density increases interior to compact objects [citations.] These were found, largely to be curable by
adding UV corrections to the action, specifically of the form R2 [87], which are in fact the exact forms
for f which were considered as inflationary theories.
It was discovered that oscillations in the Ricci scalar in f(R) theories evolving with increasing
redshift, or going back in time, are common in all viable theories of gravity [87]. The oscillations,
occurring about the GR limit, were found to increase in frequency and amplitude, and eventually
result in a singularity. Interestingly, in the high energy regime when considering an inflationary period
driven by f(R) theory, such oscillations are actually useful in driving gravitational particle production,
enabling phases of reheating, the creation of ordinary matter and the transition to the radiation
dominated FRW stage [37]. However, in the classical context these oscillations are problematic;
1. The frequency4 grows rapidly with redshift to exceed the Planck value, rendering the classical
description no longer valid [95], [96], [97].
2. The amplitude of the linear oscillations also grow quickly with redshift, resulting in an “over-
abundance” of scalarons at early times, while we require its number density to be appropriately
small during BBN [96].
4The frequency of oscillations of R, correspond to the rest mass of the scalarons.
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Perturbative approaches such that the Ricci scalar is defined by its value in GR plus a perturba-
tion, R = RGR + δR, isolated an analytic expression for the oscillating part of the Ricci scalar [96].
It was found that the oscillations become asymmetric and eventually evolve toward a singularity, and
that an analysis neglecting nonlinear effects will be blind to pathological behaviour.
These singularities have been widely considered in the scalar tensor framework, where the scalar
field f ′(R) or 1 − f ′(R) is identified and examined using the trace of the modified field equations
(3.80), as an oscillator equation of motion [8],
fR =
1
3
(2f − fRR) + 8piG
3
T, (3.68)
where fR is the first derivative of f(R) with respect to R, and thus, the additional degree of freedom,
which we write as the scalar field φ, is given by:
φ = fR − 1. (3.69)
Considering the above, Equation (3.68) in terms of φ is
φ = V ′(φ)−F , (3.70)
where the effective scalar field potential can be determined by
V ′(φ) =
dV
dφ
=
1
3
(2f − fRR), (3.71)
and the force F driving the scalar field φ is the trace of the stress energy momentum tensor T . Recall,
for a perfect fluid this is
F = 8piG
3
(ρ− 3p). (3.72)
The dynamics of the scalar field is determined by its potential, which is obtained by integrating
the following equation
dV
dR
=
dV
dφ
dφ
dR
=
1
3
(2f − fRR)fRR, (3.73)
so that the potential as a function of the scalar field is a function depending on φ and R. The
minimum of this potential, which we will identify to be located at φmin, is the point which is relevant
to Cosmology, and corresponds to the de Sitter solution. There also exists, in most, if not all [8]
viable cosmological f(R) theories, a point φsing, where the Ricci scalar diverges to infinity resulting
in a curvature singularity. It has been shown that these two points are often easily separated by a
finite value of the potential, thus it is possible (and usually highly likely) that the scalar field, in
its oscillation about the potential minimum, may verge on the point leading to singularity. Theories
which do not protect against this type of eventuality would be disqualified.
This is a useful approach, and has lead to an intuition with understanding the occurrence of these
singularities, and insight into how to possibly avoid them, however it has also been argued recently
that this approach is not reliable, and should be performed with caution [98].
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Cosmological Perturbations in f(R) gravity
Arranging a function to mimic a desirable background is straight forward. In principle there is an
infinite number of such functions, and finding them is not a problem. In fact the bigger problem
is finding ways to discriminate between them, and studying perturbations around their background
cosmology is one of the strongest methods we have toward this. Changing the underlying theory of
gravity affects the way perturbations in the density of the matter components and curvature evolve,
leaving an impression in the cosmic microwave background and its fluctuation spectrum, and the
large scale structure of galaxies and galaxy clusters. It is important that the perturbation spectrum
produced is consistent with the cosmological perturbation observables and the ΛCDM Concordance
model.
In f(R) theory, only scalar perturbation modes are affected by the modification to the Einstein-
Hilbert action, for which f ′′(R) must be greater than zero. Other consequences include a difference in
the correlation between the CMB and the large scale structure, as well as a decrease in the large angle
anisotropy of the CMB [43]. The gravitational coupling in f(R) gravity is stronger, resulting in less
large scale structure than in ΛCDM. Most studies of perturbations in the f(R) gravity context are
performed with respect to a quasi-static limit, and while this approximation may be valid in certain
regimes, for specific functions, it must be used with caution, especially in the context of perturbation
theory. It cannot be taken for granted that the evolution of perturbations in this approximation is
a reliable description of the perturbations in general for a given function. Although studying the
evolution of the full fourth order perturbation equations (which will be discussed in Section 4.2) may
be lengthy, it is worth the exercise to check that the results of both the approximation and the full
equations are consistent with each other.
The Initial Value Problem
In order for any physical theory to be viable it must have the ability to predict the future of a system
given the details of an instance of its past (an initial vector specifying all the quantities present in the
theory), including a description of all interactions at play in the system. Technically speaking, it must
have a well formulated and well posed initial value problem. Beginning with a vector describing the
initial state of a physical system with N finite degrees of freedom such that the interactions between
them are known, the problem is well-formulated if its future dynamical evolution is completely and
uniquely determined. In addition to this feature, we must be sure that small perturbations around
the initial conditions produce only small perturbations in the subsequent dynamics of the theory; so
that the evolution equations show a reliable dependence on the initial data, ensuring predictability
and that the problem is well posed. Any changes in the initial values must produce results that
maintain the causal structure of the equations.
This issue has been studied in the scalar tensor framework and in metric f(R) gravity, and it has
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been discovered that this type of ETG is a well formulated initial value problem in the presence of
“reasonable” matter, and well posed in a vacuum [99], [92].
3.3 Background Cosmology in the Metric Formulation
In the late 60’s Ehlers, Geren and Sachs provided a compelling argument that if an observer measured
the relic background radiation of the universe to be isotropic, assuming that the isotropy holds around
every point in the universe, then such a universe must be isotropic and homogeneous, and thus may
be described completely as an FLRW space time [100]. While the measurements of the CMB from our
observer perspective reveal striking isotropy, our modern ability to resolve tiny anisotropies, indicate
that in fact the real universe exhibits perturbations about what appears to be a “nearly isotropic”
background radiation. The Ehlers-Geren-Sachs theorem was shown to hold for a “nearly” isotropic
measurement of the CMB as well [101]. The “almost EGS” theorem is also valid for f(R) gravity,
proven for both metric f(R) and scalar tensor theory [102], [103], when the matter content is described
by a barotropic equation of state.
We thus, comfortably, for the moment, choose to work in an FLRW space time, which according
to the above considerations is a reasonable place to begin. Recall, the FLRW line element is given by
ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2
[
dr2
1−Kr2 + r
2(dθ2 + sin2 θdφ2)
]
, (3.74)
indicating the isotropy and homogeneity of the space time, where (t, r, θ, φ) are comoving coordinates.
We choose K = 0, as justified in Chapter 2.
The standard stress - energy tensor for a time-like observer, having four velocity uµ is given by,
Tµν = ρuµuν + q(µuν) + q(νuµ) + phµν + piµν , (3.75)
where hµν is the projection tensor, ρ is the density, p is the pressure, q is the heat flux and piµν gives
the anisotropic stress. We have the following :
qµu
µ = 0, piµνu
ν = 0, piµ
µ = 0, piµν = piνµ.
For simplicity we consider a fluid consisting of a single energy density form. This simplification
is intuitive and close to the truth, in practice, in most senses, since we often study the Universe in
intervals of time which are dominated singly by a specific form of energy density. Furthermore, we
assume that the form of energy density pervading the Universe is described by a perfect fluid, with
density ρ, pressure p and barotropic equation of state, p = p(ρ), reducing the stress - energy tensor
to that of a perfect fluid, having the form
Tµν = (p+ ρ)uµuν + pgµν , (3.76)
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with a barotropic equation of state usually given by
p = wρ (3.77)
Once the metric at (3.74) and stress- energy tensor at (3.76) are substituted in to the modified
field equations at (3.44), we recover the following modified cosmological evolution equations, where
the dot indicates derivatives with respect to time:
The modified Friedmann equation:
H2 =
1
3f ′
(
ρ+
1
2
(Rf ′ − f)− 3HR˙f ′′
)
, (3.78)
The modified Raychaudhuri equation:
2H˙ + 3H2 = − 1
f ′
(
P + 2HR˙f ′′ +
1
2
(
f −Rf ′)+ R˙2f ′′′ + R¨f ′′) . (3.79)
We can also calculate the trace of the field equations in this space-time :
The modified trace equation:
3R¨f ′′ = ρ(1− 3w) + f ′R− 2f − 9Hf ′′R˙− 3f ′′′R˙2. (3.80)
The cosmological field equations in f(R) gravity are fourth order in metric derivative, and since
K = 0, we may in fact eliminate the scale factor altogether, in favour of the Hubble parameter being
the only dynamical quantity, reducing the order of the equations by one.
In the spirit of the fact that we may identify all the extra terms in the field equations associated
with the function f(R) and its derivatives as an effective curvature fluid, we may define its effective
equation of state, by using the modified Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations to define its effective
density and pressure:
ρcurv =
1
2f ′
[
Rf ′ − f − 6HR˙f ′′
]
, (3.81)
Pcurv =
1
f ′
[
R˙2f ′′′ + 2HR˙f ′′ + R¨f ′′ +
1
2
(f −Rf ′)
]
, (3.82)
such that ρcurv ≥ 0 in spatially flat FLRW space time. In this interpretation, in a vacuum, the
curvature correction is viewed as effective fluid, which may be useful for gaining certain intuition, but
certainly should not be taken too far. Even considering energy conditions for this effective geometric
fluid is meaningless, since it is well known that such fluids violate all energy conditions in general [58].
The equation of state for this effective fluid may then be written:
wcurv =
Pcurv
ρcurv
=
[
R˙2f ′′′ + 2HR˙f ′′ + R¨f ′′ + 12(f −Rf ′)
]
1
2
[
Rf ′ − f − 6HR˙f ′′
] . (3.83)
Since we require that the energy density ρeff is positive, the sign of the effective equation of state
is controlled by the numerator, the effective pressure. For our purposes, in the late time regime, we
46
require negative pressure to the end of generating accelerated expansion; and from this constraint
wcurv = −1, we obtain the following relationship between the derivatives of the function f , and the
Ricci scalar:
f ′′′
f ′′
=
R˙H − R¨
R˙2
. (3.84)
3.4 1+3 Formalism
In Section 3.3 the metric approach to the derivation of the cosmological field equations in f(R) gravity
was presented. As the field of modified theories matured, it became clear that their added complexity,
the benefits of which we sought to investigate all the issues with the standard model, leads to practical
trouble with analysis. Thus, other frameworks from which a space time can be studied have been
considered, such as decomposing the space time into a set of 1+3 covariant variables, as has been set
out for GR in Chapter 2 [11], [104], [105], [106].
The advantage of using the 1+3 covariant formalism to study FRW universes is twofold; the
first advantage is that this formalism lends to the process of conveniently extending the GR 1+3
formalism [11] to modified theories, which must be a major consideration when the task of modifying
gravity can come with significant complications, and the second is that in this formalism it is clear
to track the physical meaning underlying calculations, which is another important consideration
since it is easy to lose intuition at the expense of complexity in modified theories. Below, the 1+3
formalism is extended for use in the f(R) gravity framework [42],[52],[53],[54], by discussing the
kinematical approach from the perspective of a fundamental observer having 4 velocity uα. We
present the constraint and propagation equations which may be derived using the Bianchi identities
and conservation equations for momentum and energy.
The kinematic set up is identical to that in GR, the extension to f(R) gravity is performed simply
by adding the curvature fluid, as described in section 3.2.2, as an additional fluid component in the
stress energy momentum tensor.
In this context, it is most natural and intuitive to choose what is known as the matter frame, uMα ,
which is comoving with standard matter, representing motion of galaxies and galaxy clusters. The
choice is also preferred for the obvious reason that this frame happens to coincide with the one we
are in.
3.4.1 Fluid Sources
The first step is to write down the covariant decomposition of the stress energy momentum tensor
relative to the 4-velocity. The critical argument which allows this decomposition analysis in fourth
order theories of gravity is the ability to express the modification to GR in f(R) gravity as an
additional source term arising from the extra terms involving curvature and the correction f , where
the purely matter part is influenced by a factor of ( 1f ′ ), such that the field equations resemble the
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Einstein field equations including a curvature fluid:(
Rαβ − 1
2
gαβR
)
= T˜Mαβ + T
R
αβ = Tαβ, (3.85)
where T˜Mαβ =
1
f ′T
M
αβ , and
TRαβ =
1
f ′
[
1
2
gαβ(R−Rf ′) +∇β∇αf − gαβ∇σ∇σf
]
, (3.86)
give the expressions for the effective matter fluid and the effective curvature fluid. The stress energy
momentum tensor is given by (3.75) where, in terms of the individual contributing sources, the total
effective energy density for the combined matter and curvature fluid is
ρ = ρ˜M + ρR = Tαβu
αuβ, (3.87)
the total effective isotropic pressure is
p = p˜M + pR =
1
3
Tαβh
αβ, (3.88)
the total effective momentum density, or energy flux relative to uα, is
qα = q˜
M
α + q
R
α = −Tβµuµhβα, (3.89)
and the total effective projected symmetric trace free anisotropic stress tensor is
piαβ = p˜i
M
αβ + pi
R
αβ = Tµνh
µ〈αhνβ〉. (3.90)
Here the tilde denotes the coupling to the f ′(R) field:
ρ˜M =
ρM
f ′
, p˜M =
pM
f ′
, q˜Mα =
qMα
f ′
, p˜iMαβ =
piMαβ
f ′
. (3.91)
And the following properties are true of qα and piαβ :
qαu
α = 0, piαα = 0, piαβ = pi(αβ), (3.92)
piαβu
β = 0, qα = q〈α〉, piαβ = pi〈αβ〉. (3.93)
The physics will be contained in the specification of an equation of state which relates the quantities
above. Widely used is the example of a perfect fluid which is characterised by the following constraint:
qα = piαβ = 0 =⇒ Tαβ = ρuαuβ + phαβ. (3.94)
Applying the twice contracted Bianchi identities to the total stress energy tensor, ∇βTαβ = 0,
reveal the conservation properties of the effective fluids. The effective matter fluid is not conserved,
∇βT˜Mαβ =
∇βTMαβ
f ′
− f
′′
f ′2
TMαβ∇βR. (3.95)
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And the conservation of total energy-momentum implies
∇βTRαβ =
f ′′
f ′2
T˜Mαβ∇βR. (3.96)
While the standard matter component is still subject to the energy conditions discussed previously,
the effective matter and curvature fluids are free to, and in general do, violate the weak energy
condition, leaving the natural choice of frame as the energy frame of the standard matter uαM , since
the thermodynamical properties of standard matter are always preserved.
The Bianchi identities, as applied to the total stress energy momentum tensor, show that as long
as the stress energy momentum tensor for standard matter is conserved; ∇βTMαβ = 0, then the total
stress energy momentum tensor will satisfy conservation of energy.
3.4.2 Geometry
In the covariant formalism for general relativity it is more useful to use the reverse representation of
the Einstein field equations,
Rαβ = Tαβ − 1
2
Tgαβ. (3.97)
The Curvature Fluid
To discuss the “thermodynamical” properties of the curvature fluid, consider the right hand side of
Equation (3.42), where the curvature fluid in f(R) gravity is defined to be
TRαβ =
1
f ′(R)
[
(∇α∇β − gαβ) f ′ + 1
2
gαβ(f − f ′R)
]
. (3.98)
Decomposing the terms of (3.98) containing derivative operators into their space and time parts we
have,
TRαβ =
1
f ′
[
1
2
gαβ(f −Rf ′)− f˙ ′
(
1
3
hαβΘ + σαβ + ωαβ
)
+
1
3
hαβ∇˜2f ′
(3.99)
Now, using Equations (3.87) – (3.91) and the above decomposition, we may rewrite the thermody-
namical quantities associated with the curvature fluid in terms of the 1 + 3 variables:
ρR =
1
f ′
[
1
2
(Rf ′ − f) + f ′′′∇˜αR∇˜αR+ f ′′∇˜2R−Θf ′′R˙
]
, (3.100)
pR =
1
f ′
[
1
2
(f −Rf ′)− 2
3
f ′′∇˜2R− 2
3
f ′′′∇˜αR∇˜αR+ 2
3
Θf ′′R˙+ f ′′′R˙2 (3.101)
+f ′′R¨− u˙µf ′′∇˜µR
]
,
qRα = −
1
f ′
[
f ′′′R˙∇˜αR+ f ′′∇˜αR˙− 1
3
Θf ′′∇˜αR− σαµf ′′∇˜µR− ωαµf ′′∇˜µR
]
, (3.102)
piRαβ =
1
f ′
[
f ′′′∇˜〈αR∇˜β〉R+ f ′′∇˜〈α ∇˜β〉R− σαβf ′′R˙
]
. (3.103)
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The twice contracted Bianchi identities at (2.11) are used to obtain evolution equations for ρM , ρR
and qRα :
ρ˙M = −Θ(ρM + pM ), (3.104)
ρ˙R + ∇˜αqRα = −Θ(ρR + pR)− 2u˙αqRα − σαβpiRβα + ρM
f ′′R˙
f ′2
, (3.105)
q˙R〈α〉 + ∇˜αpR + ∇˜βpiRαβ = −
4
3
ΘqRα − σαβqRβ − (ρR + pR)u˙α − u˙βpiRαβ (3.106)
− ηβµα ωβqRµ + ρM
f ′′∇˜αR
f ′2
.
We also have the following relationship between the acceleration and the energy density and
pressure of the standard matter,
∇˜pM = −(ρM + pM )u˙α, (3.107)
coming from the conservation of momentum for standard matter.
Substituting into (3.97) for the total effective energy momentum tensor, we may write the Ricci
tensor and Ricci scalar in terms of the thermodynamic quantities of the total effective fluid as
Rαβ =
1
2
(ρT + 3pT )uαuβ +
1
2
(ρT − pT )hαβ + 2u(αqTβ) + piTαβ, (3.108)
R = ρT − 3pT . (3.109)
We can also construct the trace equation of the curvature fluid by considering T˜M and TR, the
traces of the effective matter and curvature fluids respectively:
T˜M =
1
f ′
gαβTMαβ =
1
f ′
(
3pM − ρM) , (3.110)
TR = gαβTRαβ =
1
f ′
[
2(f −Rf ′)− 3
(
f ′′∇˜2R+ f ′′′∇˜αR∇˜αR
−f ′′′R˙2 − f ′′R¨+ u˙µf ′′∇˜µR− f ′′θR˙
)]
, (3.111)
by taking the trace of (3.99). If we substitute (3.110) and (3.111) into the equation for the Ricci
scalar, (3.109), and considering only the curvature terms, we obtain the trace equation corresponding
to the curvature fluid:
Rf ′ − 2f = −3
(
f ′′∇˜2R+ f ′′′∇˜αR∇˜αR− f ′′′R˙2 − f ′′R¨+ u˙µf ′′∇˜µR− f ′′θR˙
)
. (3.112)
3.4.3 Propagation and constraint equations
Using equations for the decomposition of the Riemann tensor (2.49) - (2.53), we can obtain three sets
of propagation and constraint equations, coming from the Einstein equations, and its integrability
conditions in the 1+3 covariant decomposition.
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1. Ricci identities
From the Ricci identities for the velocity vector field uα,
1. The Raychaudhuri propagation equation is given by
Θ˙− ∇˜αu˙α + 1
3
Θ2 − (u˙αu˙α) + σαβσαβ − 2ωαωα + 1
2
(ρ˜M + 3p˜M ) = −1
2
(ρR − 3pR), (3.113)
2. The vorticity propagation equation is as before,
ω˙〈α〉 − 1
2
ηαβµ∇˜βu˙µ = −2
3
Θωα + σαβω
β. (3.114)
3. The shear propagation equation
σ˙〈αβ〉 − ∇˜〈α u˙β〉 + 2
3
Θσαβ − u˙〈α u˙β〉 + σ〈α µσ β〉µ + ω〈αw β〉 + Eαβ = 1
2
piαβR , (3.115)
4. The (0α) shear divergence constraint,
0 = (C1)
α = ∇˜βσαβ − 2
3
∇˜αΘ + ηαβν
[
∇˜βων + 2u˙βωµ
]
+ qαR, (3.116)
5. The vorticity divergence constraint
0 = (C2) = ∇˜αωα − u˙αωα. (3.117)
6. The gravito-magnetic Hαβ constraint,
0 = (C3)
αβ = Hαβ + 2u˙〈αω β〉 − ηµν〈α ∇˜µσ β〉ν + ∇˜〈αω β〉. (3.118)
2. Twice-contracted Bianchi identities
The constraint obtained by projecting parallel to uα yields
7. The energy conservation equation:
ρ˙+ ∇˜αqα = −Θ(ρ+ p)− 2u˙αqα − σαβpiαβ, (3.119)
and by projecting orthogonally to uα yields
8. The conservation of momentum equation:
q˙〈α〉 + ∇˜αp+ ∇˜βpiαβ = −4
3
Θqα − σαβqβ − (ρ+ p)u˙α − u˙βpiαβ − ηαβµωβqν . (3.120)
For a perfect fluid,
ρ˙M = −Θ(ρM + pM ), (3.121)
∇˜αpM = −(ρM + pM )u˙α. (3.122)
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3. Once contracted Bianchi identities
9. The gravito-electric E˙ propagation equation:
(E˙〈αβ〉 +
1
2
p˙i〈αβ〉)− ηµν〈α ∇˜µH β〉ν + 1
2
∇˜〈α q β〉
= −1
2
(ρ+ p)σαβ −Θ
(
Eαβ +
1
6
piαβ
)
+ 3σ〈α µ
(
E β〉µ − 1
6
pi β〉µ
)
(3.123)
− u˙〈α q β〉 + ηµν〈α
[
2u˙µH
β〉
ν + ωµ
(
E β〉ν +
1
2
pi β〉ν
)]
.
10. The gravito-magnetic H˙ propagation equation:
H˙〈αβ〉 + ηµν〈α ∇˜µ
(
E β〉ν − 1
2
pi β〉ν
)
=−ΘHαβ + 3σ〈α µH β〉µ + 3
2
ω〈α q β〉
− ηµν〈α
[
2u˙µE
β〉
ν − 1
2
σ β〉µqν − ωµH β〉ν
]
. (3.124)
11. The gravito-electric divergence constraint:
0 = (C4)
α =∇˜β
(
Eαβ +
1
2
piαβ
)
− 1
3
∇˜αρ+ 1
3
Θqα − 1
2
σαβq
β − 3ωβHαβ (3.125)
− ηαβµ
[
σβνH
ν
µ − 3
2
ωβqµ
]
.
12. The gravito-magnetic divergence (div H) constraint :
0 = (C5)
α =∇˜βHαβ + (ρ+ p)ωα + 3ωβ
(
Eαβ − 1
6
piαβ
)
(3.126)
+ ηαβµ
[
1
2
∇˜βqµ + σβν(Eνµ + 1
2
piνµ)
]
. (3.127)
We will recover the GR versions of these equations simply by setting f(R) = R, resulting in the
matter parts being identical to standard matter, and all curvature fluid terms vanishing. In general,
we can close the system by specifying the equation of state of the fluid sources, which amounts to
choosing restrictions on the thermodynamic quantities. Very relevant for late time considerations is
that of pressureless non relativistic matter, dust, with p = qα = piαβ = 0 =⇒ u˙α = 0.
Applying the decomposition to f(R) modified gravity theories, for general spacetimes we get
∇α∇βf ′ = −f˙ ′
(
1
3
hαβΘ + σαβ + ωαβ
)
+ uβuαf¨ ′ + uαf˙ ′u˙β. (3.128)
Furthermore, we obtain
f ′ = −Θf˙ ′ − f¨ ′, (3.129)
where, any terms containing orthogonally projected derivatives have been neglected, since we are only
considering isotropic and homogeneous space times.
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The kinematics and thermodynamics above, prescribed by equations (3.113)-(3.126), along with
(3.104) - (3.106) formalize the physical interaction and evolution of the matter and gravitational
fields in f(R) gravity, and completely specify a cosmological model. This approach is invaluable in
the investigations into alternative theories to GR, as it sets out a scheme which is both mathematically
rigorous and intuitive. It has also been extremely useful in constructing and studying cosmological
perturbations [107], [11], [108], and in the following chapter, we spend some time on the 1+3 covariant
gauge invariant treatment of perturbations in f(R) gravity.
3.5 Geodesic Deviation in f(R) gravity
The geodesic deviation equation was considered in the f(R) scenario in [109]. This paper commented
on the importance of a full extension of the geodesic deviation equation in the f(R) context. In
particular, the derivation of the dynamic equation for η, the geodesic deviation, was presented.
Through this equation we know the relative deviation between two neighbouring geodesics, which is
pertinent to deriving important results for cosmologies.
Furthermore, we recast this equation in terms of the set of expansion normalised dynamical
variables, which are used through out the rest of this thesis. Using this equation, we were able to
apply the result to the Hu-Sawicki model and gain some insight into how it differs from general
relativity. In this section, I present a summary of those results, and the accompanying plots. This
is a useful point of analysis, elegantly revealing the way f(R) gravity behaves in cosmology, and is
widely relevant.
The general geodesic deviation equation is given by
δ2ηα
δv2
= −RαβσγV βV γησ, (3.130)
where η is the deviation vector, V α is the normalised tangent vector field, and v is an affine parameter.
It is useful to be able to express this deviation in terms of the density, by substituting the expressions
for the Riemann and Ricci tensors and the Ricci scalar.
Using the Riemann tensor:
Rαβσγ = Cαβσγ +
1
2
(gασRβγ − gαγRβσ + gβγRασ − gβσRαγ)− R
6
(gασgβγ − gαγgβσ) , (3.131)
and the fact that in FLRW space times Cαβσγ , the Weyl tensor, vanishes, upon contracting (3.131)
with V βησV γ , we obtain
RαβσγV
βησV γ =
1
2
(
ηαV βV γRβγ − V αV βησRβσ + Rασησ
)
− R
6
ηα. (3.132)
By writing E = −Vαuα, ηαuα = ηαV α = 0, and  = V αα , we can simplify the terms of Equation
(3.132) as follows:
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Rαβσγη
σ =
1
f ′
[
ηα
(
pm +
f
2
−f ′
)
+ (∇α∇σf ′)ησ
]
, (3.133)
RβσV
αV βησ =
1
f ′
[
(∇β∇σf ′)V αV βησ
]
, (3.134)
RβγV
βV γηα =
1
f ′
[
(ρm + pm)E
2 + 
(
pm +
f
2
−f ′
)
+ V βV γ∇β∇γf ′
]
ηα. (3.135)
Using Equation (3.128) and that for FLRW spacetimes, ωαβ = σαβ = 0, we can arrive at the following
expressions:
V βV γ∇β∇γf ′ = −1
3
f˙ ′Θ(+ E2) + E2f¨ ′, (3.136)
(∇β∇σf ′)V αV βησ = 0, (3.137)
(∇α∇σf ′)ησ = −1
3
f˙ ′Θηα. (3.138)
Substituting the above results into Equation (3.132) gives
RαβσγV
βV γησ =
1
2f ′
[
f + ρm − 2f˙ ′Θ
3
−f ′ + pm
]
ηα+
1
2f ′
[
ρm + pm − 1
3
f˙ ′Θ + f¨ ′
]
ηαE2.
(3.139)
We can then identify terms in Equation (3.139) to be combinations of the curvature fluid density
and pressure, from
ρR + pR =
1
f ′
[
−1
3
f˙ ′Θ + f¨ ′
]
, (3.140)
ρR + 3pR =
1
f ′
[
f + Θf˙ ′ + 3f¨ ′
]
−R, (3.141)
such that, we may obtain the final result for the geodesic deviation equation in metric f(R) gravity
[109]:
RαβγσV
βV γησ =
1
2
(
ρT + pT
)
E2ηα +
[
R
6
+
1
6
(
ρT + 3pT
)]
ηα. (3.142)
The result is consistent with what is expected in a homogeneous and isotropic geometry. The
tidal force produced will only depend on ηα and thus according to [110] only the magnitude of the
deviation vector η will change along the geodesic, while its direction is preserved.
Considering only the paths of photons, where V α = kα, and kαkα = 0, so  = 0, Equation (3.142)
becomes
Rαβσγk
βkγησ =
1
2
(ρtotal + ptotal)E
2ηα, (3.143)
showing the focusing of all families of past directed null geodesics as long as
(ρtotal + ptotal) > 0. (3.144)
Both Equations (3.142) and (3.143) will reduce to the GR result when f(R) = R.
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Past-directed null geodesics and area distance in f(R) gravity
We now consider how the case V α = kα, kαkα = 0, k0 < 0 affects Equation (3.143). Let ηα = ηeα
and eαeα = 1, and eαuα = eαkα = 0, with a basis e that is parallel propagated and aligned, such
that, δeα/δv = 0 = kβ∇βeα. Equation (3.143) may thus be written as
d2η
dv2
= −1
2
(ρtotal + ptotal)E
2η. (3.145)
Once again, all families of past directed null geodesics will be focused so long that (ρtotal+ptotal) >
0. When the RHS of (3.145) is zero (de Sitter universe in GR), the solution to this equations is the
same as that in a flat Minkowski space time: η(v) = C1(v) + C2. The chain rule gives
d2
dv2
=
(
dz
dv
)2 [ d2
dz2
− dz
dv
d2v
dz2
d
dz
]
, (3.146)
dz
dv
= E0H(1 + z). (3.147)
Using this and the modified Friedmann and Raychaudhuri expressions, we obtain the following
evolution equation for η with redshift, which depends only on the total equation of state:
d2η
dz2
+
(7 + 3wtotal)
2(1 + z)
dη
dz
+
3(1 + wtotal)
2(1 + z)2
η = 0. (3.148)
We may then infer an expression for the observer area distance r0(z)
r0(z) =
√∣∣∣∣dA0(z)dΩ
∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ η(z′)|z′=0dη(z′)/d`|z′=0
∣∣∣∣ , (3.149)
where A0 is the area of the object, and Ω is the solid angle in the sky. Using the fact that d/d` =
E−10 (1 + z)
−1d/dv = H(z + 1)d/dz, we can express r0 in terms of redshift derivatives as
r0(z) =
∣∣∣∣ η(z)H(0)dη(z′)/dz′|z′=0
∣∣∣∣ . (3.150)
In general to find the observer distance relation, we need to resort to numerical integration.
In [109], we expressed the GDE in terms of a set of dynamical systems variables, which I define
in Chapter 5, so I will come back to this point later.
3.6 The attractive character of gravity
In this section we study the positive contributions of the Raychaudhuri equation for time-like geodesics
which guarantee the attractive character of the gravitational interaction in f(R) theories [111]. Fol-
lowing [112], we write the Raychaudhuri equation as
dθ
dτ
= −1
3
θ2 − σµνσµν + ωµνωµν −Rµνξµξν , (3.151)
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where θ is the expansion, σµν is the shear, and ωµν is the rotation of a congruence of timelike geodesics,
generated by the tangent vector field ξµ, and τ is an affine parameter.
In GR, assuming the strong energy condition (2.41);
Tµνξ
µξν ≥ −1
2
T, (3.152)
implies that Rµνξµξν ≥ 0. This is an important statement and results in the attractive nature of the
gravitational interaction. It follows that the mean curvature [113], defined by Mξ = −Rµνξµξν , in
every timelike direction must be negative or zero in GR, for fluids for which (3.152) holds. Following
[113], [112], the mean curvature in every timelike direction,
Mξ ≡ −Rµνξµξν (3.153)
is negative or zero in GR, provided that the strong energy condition holds. If one chooses a congruence
of timelike geodesics whose tangent vector field is locally hypersurface-orthogonal, then ωµν = 0 for
all the congruences. This result enables the use of the Raychaudhuri equation in the singularity
theorems. Since the term σµνσµν is non-negative, assuming Rµνξµξν ≥ 0, then
dθ
dτ
+
1
3
θ2 ≤ 0→ θ−1(τ) ≥ θ−10 +
1
3
τ. (3.154)
Inequality (3.154) indicates that a congruence which is initially converging (θ0 ≤ 0) will converge
to zero in a finite time. For this reasoning to be true, we require that Rµνξµξν ≥ 0 for every non
space like vector. In particular, for timelike geodesics, we consider this inequality in the late time
cosmological scenario, assuming a de Sitter phase of expansion, and negligible contributions from
radiation and dust. In order to have accelerated expansion of timelike geodesics, the Ricci scalar,
R = R0 will be approximately constant.
We followed the results [113], it can be proved that
Rµνξ
µξν ≥ f(R0 −R0f
′(R0))
2(1 + f ′(R0))
, (3.155)
where we require that the field equations (3.44) with constant scalar curvature and standard matter
sources satisfies the SEC. Thus, the RHS of (3.155) must be negative in order to have Rµνξµξν < 0.
Equivalently,Mξ > 0, and this means we needMξ to be bounded from above. Thus the condition
for timelike geodesics to diverge at late times becomes:
f(R0 −R0f ′(R0))
2(1 + f ′(R0))
< 0. (3.156)
If 1 + f ′(R0) > 0, we obtain
f(R0)−R0f ′(R0) < 0. (3.157)
If we take Equation (3.44) in a vacuum (T = 0) for constant scalar curvature solutions, the value of
R0 satisfies
R0 =
−2f(R0)
1− f ′(R0) . (3.158)
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Although, in general this can not be solved analytically, some f(R) models exist, depending on their
parameters, for which a closed solution can be found. Rearranging the terms in Equation (3.157),
we can find for a given model whether (3.158) implies that R0 > 0. A positive contribution to the
Raychaudhuri equation from the space-time geometry Mξ for every time like direction is obtained,
when this is true. This is an important theoretical consideration which may be used to constrain the
parameter space of f(R) models. We investigated this for the HS model, and show in Figures 5.11
and 5.12 regions of the parameter space, due to a negative contribution of the space time geometry
to the Raychaudhuri equation, where gravity is not attractive.
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Chapter 4
Cosmological Perturbations
Perturbation theory is arguably one of the cornerstones of modern cosmology. To forward the study
of cosmology we rely on fundamental assumptions that manage to avoid major suspicion on very
large scales. However, in order to obtain a universe that resembles the one we reside in we know that
something triggered the time evolution of gravitational potentials and the collapse of ordinary matter.
Making the reasonable leap that tiny fluctuations in the density of the universe are the root of the
observable structure today, there are in principle two ways to imagine the scenario playing out. We
could assume that the seeds of the density perturbations occurred as a result of dynamic processes
during the evolution of the universe, which at the initial moment was indeed in complete equilibrium
leading to a class of models known as isocurvature theories. However, this initial fluctuation spectrum
would have had to have been present at the time of recombination at least, in order for us to observe
the structure we see today. For this reason it is the second interpretation, the so called adiabatic
model, which is more widely accepted, in which the seeds of structure were a feature of the initial state
of the universe. There must have been some tiny fluctuations of the gravitational potential which
initiated the growth of structure. The best way forward would be to perturb our simple universe by
perturbing the metric;
gµν = ¯gµν + δgµν , (4.1)
and track the evolution of perturbations throughout time where as is usual, barred quantities rep-
resent the background value, and those containing a prefix of δ represent the perturbation on that
background, with the perturbed Einstein equations appearing as
δGµν = 8piδTµν . (4.2)
This gives the exercise of effectively reconstructing the growth of structure in our Universe, and
moreover, model universes, whose validity needs checking against the large scale structure observations
we have available.
58
Studying the growth of structure ultimately reduces to :
1. Choosing a set of initial conditions for the universe and its initial fluctuation spectrum; whether
adiabatic or iso-curvature models are being considered.
2. Identifying what components of the dark sector we consider important for study, and the space-
time evolution of the stresses of this component. The nature of dark matter chosen to feature in
the model will determine the evolution of the gravitational potential, playing a significant role
in observable effects of the large scale structure of the universe - thus the large scale structure
(LSS) provides strict constraints on the properties of the dark matter content. For example,
non clustering components of dark matter will contribute nothing to the growth of gravitational
potentials, and will instead add to the effects of expansion, leading to more diluted large scale
structure. Models with higher neutrino densities lead to less large scale structure and more
large angle anisotropies.
3. The type of perturbation which will be considered to be evolving. Specifically, any perturbation
can be decomposed into scalar, vector and tensor modes, each perturbation giving rise to
different physical effects. Scalar perturbations occur as a result of fluctuations in the energy
density content of the universe and in general grow with sufficient gravitational instability.
Vector perturbation modes are associated with vorticity perturbations and require a source in
order to be generated, these modes will always decay in a smoothly expanding universe. Tensor
perturbations are a phenomenon of the early universe, generated by transverse-traceless stresses
in the matter, predicted by inflation and in general result in the generation of gravitational
waves. There are models which predict both scalar and tensor fluctuations initially, however
the simplest inflationary models usually contain only scalar modes, where tensor fluctuations
are negligibly small at Planck scales. At scales for which linear perturbation theory is relevant,
these three types of perturbations are decoupled from each other dynamically and may be
studied separately. For this work, we limit our investigation to the linear regime.
4.1 The Gauge Problem
The problem associated with computing perturbations to solutions is one associated to a user defined
ambiguity in the process. Consider a general cosmologically relevant quantity, Q(x, t), we may assign
it a background value ofQ(0)(t) (of zero order), which is determined by the evolution of the background
cosmological equations, for example those corresponding to the FRW metric discussed in the previous
section. Investigating the evolution of a generic linear perturbation to the background quantity,
we may assign this perturbation Q(1)(x), of first order. The linearization is performed by strictly
neglecting products of two first order quantities in the equations. However, solutions to the linearized
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Einstein equations do not determine the perturbations uniquely. For a solution Q(1)(x), there exists
solutions like Qˆ(1), such that,
Qˆ(1)(x) = Q(1)(x) + φ(x)∂0Q
(0)(t), (4.3)
which also are able to satisfy the linearized Einstein equations. Therefore, the perturbation Q(1) is
really only fixed by the linearized Einstein equations up to a small arbitrary function φ(x), known
as the gauge function. This implies a perturbation calculated in this way is not consistent with the
physical perturbation itself, since it depends on some arbitrary function, and the actual notion of
what the physical perturbation is becomes blurry. This is the heart of the gauge problem, and in
the quest to solve the perturbations around a suitable background cosmology, and reproduce the
current observables, like the distribution of anisotropies in the cosmic microwave background, and
the distribution of baryonic and cold dark matter in the sky, many gauge choices have been defined,
based on various case justified choices. The choice of gauge will ultimately change the appearance of
the metric and therefore produce results specific to that choice.
Some popular gauge choices are the synchronous, spatially flat, comoving, uniform density and
Newtonian conformal gauges, each having advantages in their own right, either simplifying equations
or producing well behaved solutions in a specific situation.
A classical description of cosmological perturbations was treated by Lifshitz [114], in which the
physical interpretation of the evolution of perturbations could not be established until a gauge was
chosen. Later Lifshitz and Kalatnikov [115] further developed the theory, in which they discarded
the gauge modes. The cleverest approach would be to find those variables which have the property
that they are gauge invariant ; vanishing in the background, such that these gauge invariant variables
maintain their values regardless of the coordinate system or gauge chosen. Bardeen [116] formulated
the first gauge invariant framework through which cosmological perturbations could be studied, by
using specific linear combinations of naturally gauge invariant quantities occurring in the perturbed
Einstein equations and emergent conservation laws [117]. However, while his variables are gauge in-
variant, they lack geometrical intuitive power, since they are defined with respect to some coordinate
base in the first place, as gauge invariant linear combinations of gauge dependent perturbations [118]
- a mathematical tool to get the job done.
Following work on this problem by Hawking (1966), Ellis et al developed a covariant gauge invari-
ant framework in which the physical meaning of the gauge invariant variables are clear. Specifically,
the density contrast itself is treated gauge invariantly. This is done by defining a covariant set of
exact variables which vanish in an FLRW space time, such that the variables themselves are the per-
turbations in a perturbed FLRW universe [118]. In the next section we give a brief overview before
presenting the perturbation evolution equations in this framework.
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4.2 Covariant Gauge Invariant Approach to Cosmological Perturba-
tions
Once we have the equations governing the background evolution for a cosmology, given a specific
metric, we can examine the evolution of perturbations around said background, as long as the metric
of choice is verified to be a solution of the background cosmology. This section aims to present the
covariant gauge invariant (CoGI) description of the evolution of perturbations, through a set of co-
variant equations expressed in terms of variables which are naturally gauge invariant, and that have
a direct physical meaning [107], [11].
To begin the process, we split all the “real” quantities in (3.113) to (3.126) into a theoretical
background part (zero order) and a small perturbation (first order). In a FLRW space time, back-
ground quantities are exclusively time dependent, however, the perturbations will not in general obey
isotropy, and are functions of space as well. Once the sum of the zero and first order parts are sub-
stituted into the propagation and constraint equations, neglecting products of quantities with order
higher than one leads to the linearized propagation and constraint equations of the 1+3 cosmological
system,
Θ˙ +
1
3
Θ2 − ∇˜Aα + 1
2
(ρ˜M + 3p˜M ) = −1
2
(ρR + 3pR), (4.4)
ω˙α +
2
3
Θωα +
1
2
curl Aα = 0, (4.5)
σαβ +
2
3
Θσαβ + Eαβ − ∇˜〈αAβ〉 = −qRα , (4.6)
E˙αβ + ΘEαβ − curlHαβ + 1
2
(ρ˜M + p˜M )σαβ (4.7)
= −1
2
(ρR + pR)σαβ − 1
2
p˙iR〈αβ〉 −
1
2
∇˜〈α qRβ〉 −
1
6
ΘpiRαβ,
H˙αβ + ΘHαβ + curl Eαβ =
1
2
curl piRαβ, (4.8)
∇˜βσαβ − curl ωα − 2
3
∇˜αΘ = −qRα , (4.9)
curl σαβ + ∇˜〈αωβ〉 −Hαβ = 0, (4.10)
∇˜βEαβ − 1
3
∇˜αρ˜M = −1
2
∇˜βpiRαβ +
1
3
∇˜αρR − 1
3
ΘqRα , (4.11)
∇˜βHαβ − (ρ˜M + p˜M )ωα = −1
2
curl q − αR + (ρR + pR)ωα, (4.12)
∇˜αωα = 0. (4.13)
61
where, Aα = u˙α. Notice that at first order the vorticity decouples and is spatially homogeneous. The
linearized conservation equations are
ρ˙M = −Θ(ρM + pM ), (4.14)
∇˜αpM = −(ρM + pM )u˙α, (4.15)
ρ˙R + ∇˜αqRα = −Θ(ρR + pR) + ρM
f ′′R˙
f ′2
, (4.16)
q˙R〈α〉 + ∇˜αpR + ∇˜βpiRαβ = −
4
3
ΘqRα − (ρR + pR)u˙α + ρM
f ′′∇˜αR
f ′2
. (4.17)
These equations set up the system to describe the cosmological perturbations in f(R) gravity in a
covariant and gauge-invariant framework.
4.2.1 Perturbation variables
Fixing the background, in such a covariant gauge-invariant approach, is done by deciding which of
the background quantities may be turned off, or on, as the case may be. In this thesis, we will only
consider expanding (Θ 6= 0), homogeneous and isotropic (piαβ = 0, ωα = 0) backgrounds. As discussed
in Chapter 1, there is no unique correspondence between the real world, which we could represent
by a spectrum of perturbations, and the chosen theoretical background. The problem will always
come down to selecting a gauge, or better yet, eliminating the appearance of the gauge function in
the equations all together. So in this section we will present a set of gauge invariant perturbation
variables, which do in fact facilitate the elimination of the gauge functions [107], [11], [119].
The key quantities in a perturbation study for cosmology would be the energy density contrast
and the perturbation associated with the Ricci scalar, indeed it is these two perturbations which
we are most interested in. The following two gauge invariant quantities provide the basis for the
discussion of the time evolution of energy density perturbations:
the orthogonal projection of the energy density gradient
Xα ≡ ∇˜ρM , (4.18)
which can be obtained in a number of ways; by using the observations of large scale structure paired
with estimates derived from the virial theorem, by measuring the way the number of sources change
and taking an estimate of the mass to light ratio, and by gravitational lensing observations [11], and
the orthogonal projection of the expansion gradient
Zα ≡ ∇˜αΘ. (4.19)
Because these variables are not directly related to the measurable quantities, the following more
suitable variables are used, defined in terms of the above projections, scaled by the scale factor, a(t):
Dα ≡ aXα
ρM
. (4.20)
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Dα is the matter - comoving fractional energy density gradient , and is gauge invariant and dimension-
less, giving the spatial variation of energy density for a fixed comoving scale [11] . The ratio Xα/ρ is a
measure of the difference in magnitude between the density perturbations and the background energy
density, and the appearance of the scale factor ensures Dα is dimensionless. Its magnitude is given
as usual by D = √DαDα, and is the preferred variable; D is the gauge invariant covariant version
of δρ/ρ, but it represents an actual spatial fluctuation in the energy density, instead of a fictitious
time fluctuation [11] . The Bardeen variable  ∝ δρ/ρ is in fact the scalar harmonic component of
Dα [120], [121]. The variable involving Θ is also scaled by the scale factor:
Zα ≡ a∇˜αΘ, (4.21)
known as the matter - comoving spatial expansion gradient. And another important variable, not
independent of (4.20), is the spatial gradient of the Ricci scalar,
Cα ≡ a∇˜αR˜, (4.22)
where R˜ = 6K/a2 is the 3-Ricci curvature. In f(R) gravity, the above variables do not complete the
story, we also require a perturbation variable which can characterise the inhomogeneity in the Ricci
scalar. As in the previous section, the Ricci scalar curvature is treated as an effective field, and thus
we define the variables in terms of the following gradients:
Rα = a∇˜αR, Rα = a∇˜R˙, (4.23)
where, Rα is the spatial perturbation in the Ricci scalar itself, and Ra is the perturbation in its
momentum, R˙. These quantities vanish in the background which render them gauge invariant. The
variables defined above will characterise all of scalar, vector and tensor perturbations, including those
involving the evolution of non-spherically symmetric and rotational modes of motion, which, in the
context of a linear analysis in FLRW backgrounds, are independent from each other, allowing the
dynamics of each to be studied separately. Given that we are only for the moment interested in the
matter density perturbations, it is in our interest to extract the scalar part, relevant for this purpose,
simplifying the equations significantly. We do this by using the local splitting:
∇˜αXβ = Xαβ = 1
3
hαβX + Σ
X
αβ +X[αβ], (4.24)
where,
X = ∇˜αXα, ΣXαβ = X(αβ) −
1
3
hαβX, (4.25)
from which, geometrically, it is clear that really the only the scalar part X can describe spherically
symmetric collapse, thus the analysis will now only be concerned with the scalar part of the pertur-
bations. The scalar part is extracted by applying the comoving differential operator a∇˜α to (4.20) -
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(4.23), resulting in the following Scalar Perturbation Variables:
∆M =
a2
ρM
∇˜2ρM , (4.26)
Z = a2∇˜2Θ, (4.27)
C = a4∇˜2R3, (4.28)
R = a∇˜2R, (4.29)
R = a2∇˜2R˙. (4.30)
and these new variables are also gauge invariant.
The Newtonian potential is constructed using the divergence of the electric component of the
Weyl curvature tensor:
ΦNα =a
2ρtotalDtotalα
=
1
2Θf ′ + 3R˙f ′′
[
2a2ρΘDMa +
3
2
R˙f ′′Cα − 2a2f ′′Θ2Rα (4.31)
+
a2
f ′
(
f ′′(f − 2ρ+ 2R˙Θf ′′)− 2R˙Θf ′f (3)
)
ΘRα
]
,
where Dα represents the total energy density fluctuation, and its corresponding scalar gauge invariant
perturbation is defined as
ΦN = a∇˜αΦNα . (4.32)
Thus, once a background is specified, the set of variables {∆M , Z, C,R,R,ΦN} will completely de-
scribe the evolution of the spherically symmetric component of the gradients defined by (4.20)-(4.23)
in f(R) gravity. And the Stewart Walker lemma guarantees that the new perturbation variables are
gauge invariant in accordance with the fact that the quantities by which they are defined are gauge
invariant.
4.2.2 Evolution Equations
Standard FLRW cosmology is provided by the following background equations, where the curvature
fluid is also a source in f(R) gravity, for an observer with velocity uMα in the matter energy density
frame, where the sources are described by perfect fluids, such that pM = wρM :
Θ2 = 3
ρM
f ′
+ 3ρR − 3
2
R3, (4.33)
Θ˙ +
1
3
Θ2 +
1
2f ′
(ρM + 3pM ) +
1
2
(ρR + 3pR) = 0, (4.34)
ρ˙M + Θ(ρM + pM ) = 0, (4.35)
ρ˙R + Θ(ρR + pR)− ρM f
′′
f ′2
R˙ = 0, (4.36)
64
and ρR and pR are provided by Equations (3.100) and (3.101), and are the zero order energy density
and pressure of the curvature fluid. Using equations (4.33) - (4.36), the following evolution and
constraint equations for the variables (4.26) to (4.30) may be derived [107], [119] comprising a set of
first order partial differential equations:
∆˙ =wΘ∆M − (1 + w)Z, (4.37)
Z˙ =
(
R˙f ′′
f ′
− 2Θ
3
)
Z +
[
(w − 1)(3w + 2)
2(w + 1)
ρM
f ′
+
2wΘ2 + 3w(ρR + 3pR)
6(w + 1)
]
∆M +
Θf ′′
f ′
R
+
[
1
2
− 1
2
ff ′′
f ′
− ρ
Mf ′′
f ′
+ R˙Θ
(
f ′′
f ′
)2
+ R˙Θ
f (3)
f ′
]
R− w
w + 1
∇˜2∆M − f
′′
f ′
∇˜2R (4.38)
R˙ = R− w
w + 1
R˙∆M , (4.39)
(4.40)
R˙ =−
(
Θ + 2R˙
f (3)
f ′′
)
R− R˙Z −
[
(3w − 1)
3
ρM
f ′′
+ 3
w
w + 1
(pR + ρR)
f ′
f ′′
+
w
3(w + 1)
R˙
(
Θ− 3R˙f
(3)
f ′′
)]
∆M +
[
2
K
a2
−
(
1
3
f ′
f ′′
+
f (4)
f ′
R˙2 + Θ
f (3)
f ′
R˙− 2
9
Θ2
+
1
3
(ρR + 3pR) + R¨
f (3)
f ′′
− 1
6
f
f ′
+
1
2
(w + 1)
ρM
f ′
− 1
3
R˙Θ
f ′′
f ′
)]
R+ ∇˜2R, (4.41)
C˙ =K2
[
18f ′′R
a2Θf ′
− 18∆M
a2Θ
]
+K
[
3
a2Θ
C + ∆M
(
2(w − 1)Θ
1 + w
+
6ρR
Θ
)
− 6f
′′
Θf ′′
∇˜2R
+
6f ′′
f ′
R+
6R˙Θf ′f (3) − f ′′(3f − 2(Θ2 − 3ρR)f ′ + 6R˙Θf ′′)
Θf ′2
R
]
(4.42)
+ ∇˜2
[
4wa2Θ
3(w + 1)
∆M +
2a2f ′′
f ′
R− 2a
2(Θf ′′ − 3R˙f (3))
3f ′
R
]
,
and the following constraint on the system:
C
a2
+
(
4
3
Θ +
2R˙f ′′
f ′
)
Z − 2ρ
M
f ′
∆M +
[
2R˙Θ
f (3)
f ′
− f
′′
f ′2
(f − 2ρM + 2R˙Θf ′′)
]
R
+
2Θf ′′
f ′
R− 2f
′′
f ′
∇˜2R = 0. (4.43)
The perturbations determined by this system of four equations, or a single fourth order differential
equation, result in solutions which, in general, contain four modes. This differs from GR, where
in general the density perturbations only have solutions containing adiabatic growing and decaying
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modes, determined by a second order differential equation. It is also clear to see that the dependence
on the scale factor is far more prominent than that of GR, implying that the evolution of perturbations
are significantly more sensitive to background behaviour and scale.
4.2.3 Harmonic Decomposition
To make the equations (4.37) – (4.42) more palatable, a harmonic analysis can be employed to reduce
them to a set of ordinary differential equations, which effectively separates out the time variation from
the space variation of density perturbations. In doing so, the differential equation describing the time
variation is converted to a set of separate time variation equations corresponding to each component
of spatial variation, characterised by a matter comoving wavenumber, k [11], [118], resulting in a
set of equations which are easier to solve. Using the eigenfunctions of the spatial Laplace-Beltrami
operator, defined by
∇˜2Q = −k
2
a2
Q, (4.44)
where k = 2pia/λ is the wavenumber and Q˙ = 0, each first order quantity in the above equations can
be expanded via
X(t,x) =
∑
X(k)(t)Q(k)(x), (4.45)
where
∑
represents both summation and integration for discrete and continuous indices respectively.
Applying (4.45) to (4.26) – (4.32), we obtain equations describing the kth mode for scalar perturba-
tions in f(R) gravity:
∆˙
(k)
M =wΘ∆
(k)
M − (1 + w)Z(k), (4.46)
Z˙(k) =
(
R˙f ′′
f ′
− 2Θ
3
)
Z(k) +
[
(w − 1)(3w + 2)
2(w + 1)
ρM
f ′
+
2wΘ2 + 3w(ρR + 3pR)
6(w + 1)
]
∆
(k)
M (4.47)
+
Θf ′′
f ′
R(k) +
[
1
2
− f
′′
f ′
k2
a2
− 1
2
f
f ′
f ′′
f ′
− f
′′
f ′
ρM
f ′
+ R˙Θ
(
f ′′
f ′
)2
+ R˙Θ
f (3)
f ′
]
R(k), (4.48)
R˙(k) =R(k) − w
w + 1
R˙∆
(k)
M , (4.49)
R˙(k) =−
(
Θ + 2R˙
f (3)
f ′′
)
R(k) − R˙Z(k) −
[
(3w − 1)
3
ρM
f ′′
+
w
3(w + 1)
R¨
]
∆
(k)
M (4.50)
+
[
k2
a2
−
(
1
3
f ′
f ′′
+
f (4)
f ′
R˙2 +
f (3)
f ′′
(ΘR˙+ R¨)− R
3
)]
R(k),
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C˙(k) =
36K2
a2(2Θf ′ + 3R˙f ′′)
(
f ′′R− f ′∆M
)
+K
[
1
a2(2Θf ′ + 3R˙f ′′)
(
6f ′C
−12f ′′∇˜2R+ 12Θf ′′R+ 12R˙Θf ′f (3) − 2f ′′
(
3f − 2(Θ2 − 3ρR)f ′ + 6R˙Θf ′′
)R
f ′
)
+∆
(
4wΘ
w + 1
− 4f
′Θ2 − 12f ′ρR
2Θf ′ + 3R˙f ′′
)]
(4.51)
+ ∇˜2
[
4wa2Θ
3(w + 1)
∆
(k)
M +
2a2f ′′
f ′
R− 2a
2(Θf ′′ − 3R˙f (3))
3f ′
]
R(k)M ,
together, with the constraint,
0 =
C(k)
a2
+
(
4
3
Θ +
2R˙f ′′
f ′
)
Z(k) − 2 ρ
f ′
∆
(k)
M +
2Θf ′′
f ′
R(k) (4.52)
+
[
2R˙Θ
f (3)
f ′
− f
′′
f ′2
(
f − 2ρ+ 2R˙Θf ′′
)
+ 2
f ′′
f ′
k2
a2
]
R(k) = 0.
Changing variables, we can further simplify the appearance of the above equations, reducing to a pair
of second order ordinary differential equations:
∆¨
(k)
M +A∆˙(k)M + B∆(k)M = CR(k) +DR˙(k), (4.53)
f ′′R¨(k) + ER˙(k) + FR(k) = G∆(k)M +H∆˙(k)M , (4.54)
where,
A =
(
2
3
− w
)
Θ− R˙f
′′
f ′
, (4.55)
B =−
[
w
k2
a2
− w(3pR + ρR)− 2wR˙Θf
′′
f ′
− (3w
2 − 1)ρM
f ′
]
, (4.56)
C =1
2
(w + 1)
[
−2k
2
a2
f ′′
f ′
− 1 + (f − 2ρM + 2R˙Θf ′′) f
′′
f ′2
− 2R˙Θf
(3)
f ′
]
, (4.57)
D =− (w + 1)Θf
′′
f ′
, (4.58)
E =(Θf ′′ + 2R˙f (3)), (4.59)
F =−
[
k2
a2
f ′′ + 2
K
a2
f ′′ +
2
9
Θ2f ′′ − (w + 1)ρ
M
2f ′
f ′′ − 1
6
(ρR + 3pR)f ′′ − f
′
3
+
f
6f ′
f ′′ + R˙Θ
f ′′2
f ′
− R¨f (3) −Θf (3)R˙− f (4)R˙2
]
, (4.60)
G =−
[
1
3
(3w − 1)ρM + w
w + 1
(
f (3)R˙2 + (pR + ρR)f ′ +
7
3
R˙Θf ′′ + R¨f ′′
)]
, (4.61)
H =− (w − 1)R˙f
′′
w + 1
. (4.62)
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If we set f(R) = R, the above equations reduce to the evolution equations for density and curvature
perturbations in GR:
∆¨
(k)
M − (w −
2
3
)Θ∆˙
(k)
M −
[
w
k2
a2
−
(
1
2
+ w − 3
2
)
ρM
]
∆
(k)
M = 0, (4.63)
R(k) = (3w − 1)ρM∆(k)M . (4.64)
In this section I presented the equations of motion for scalar perturbations in the 1 + 3 covariant
gauge invariant formalism. We use the solution of these equations to form quantities which are
inferred from cosmological data. In the Section 5.3.3 I will define this observable quantity, and its
relation to the theoretical solution of equations (4.53) and (4.54).
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Chapter 5
A general class of viable broken power
law models for f (R) gravity
In Chapter 1 we discussed the first questions which lead to the development of the research in
this thesis. In Chapter 2, 3 and 4 we presented the relevant background required to address these
questions. And we are now at the stage to begin answering some of these.
The model which represents a general class of viable f(R) theories is given in [7], and has the
form
f(R) = R−Rsβ
{
1−
[
1 +
(
R
R∗
)n]− 1β}
. (5.1)
In Figure 5.3, the correction of this function is plotted with the curvature, to illustrate the dependence
of its behaviour on the free parameter n.
For n = 2, we obtain the models examined in [] ;
f(R)S = R+ λRS
{[
1 +
(
R
RS
)2]−q
− 1
}
, (5.2)
with λ > 0 and RS ∼ Λ in the ΛCDM model. In [7], an example of the model (5.1) was considered
for which β →∞, resulting in the form for f :
f(R)MJW = R− αR∗ ln
(
1 +
R
R∗
)
. (5.3)
For β = 1 we have the models studied in [6], which was the first model we considered in 2015,
f(R)HS = R−m2
c1
(
R
m2
)n
c2
(
R
m2
)n
+ 1
, (5.4)
model parameters c1, c2, n are positive dimensionless constants, and m2 which in [6] is defined in
terms of the average density as
m2 ≡ κ
2ρ¯0
3
, (5.5)
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gives the mass of the scalar field, which we relate to the Hubble constant through the parameter c;
m2f =
√
3f ′′(R) = cH20 . (5.6)
The HS broken power law form for f(R) at (5.4) is probably one of the earliest models constructed
to evade local tests of gravity. In order for the scalar field to have a smooth transition from high to
low curvature regimes, such that in environments of high density there are no deviations from GR
(like the solar system), the mass of the scalar field must be large [122], [123]. Both the HS model and
the more general form given by (5.1) have a mass dependent on the curvature of the environment,
satisfying the following limits [96], [6] :
lim
cH20/R→0
g(R) = const,
(5.7)
lim
cH20/R→∞
g(R) = 0.
the correction to the Ricci scalar, g(R) is chosen such that as it can produce an effective cosmological
constant at late times, while also avoiding violations of local gravity tests. A viable model for f(R)
would be one that firstly had GR as a limiting case, and the second limit, which sends the corrective
term g(R) to zero when spatial curvature is zero corresponds to this. These limits are a set of essential
considerations when picking out a form for f(R) that can at very least produce the correct expansion
history for its resulting universe.
That observed expansion, which is quite well described by the ΛCDM parameterisation of the
BBT must be produced at high redshifts - we would like if the f(R) function could essentially behave
like the ΛCDM model at high redshifts, especially because high precision data is available from the
cosmic microwave background. Since radiation dominates in this regime, the theory describing the
background need only be as good as GR, and having a correction which disappears in this regime is
suitable.
In order to show how these models can mimic cosmological constant behaviour at late times by
satisfying the limits (5.7), Figure 5.2 gives the corrections in the Hu-Sawicki, Starobinsky, MJW
model as a function of curvature. It is clear to see how these functional forms for f(R) satisfy the
limits stated previously. The correction g(R) goes to zero as the curvature goes to zero, reducing to
GR gravity, and as the curvature increases compared to the local density, the correction evolves to a
constant valued plateau; and it is this plateau which mimics the cosmological constant behaviour.
A comparison of the resultant expansion histories, represented by a redshift evolution of the
Hubble parameter and the deceleration parameter, for the models stated above is shown in Figure
5.1a. The broken power law functions with more parameters can match the behaviour of the ΛCDM
model, far better than that of Rn, alone. As is discussed below, depending on the initial conditions
chosen, these f(R) models cannot obtain the exact values for H(z) and q(z) at the present epoch -
this is highlighted in Figure 5.1 below.
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(a) The Hubble rate, H = a˙a is shown for four f(R) models, along with the
ΛCDM model.
(b) The deceleration parameter corresponding to the four f(R) models, is
plotted along with the ΛCDM model. The HS and Starobinsky models
asymptote to ΛCDM like behaviour, while the MJW model does not do as
well.
Figure 5.1
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|g( r)|
H0
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Figure 5.2: A plot of the correction (second term) of Equation (5.1), showing the change in the
amplitude of the correction with curvature, for various values of key parameters which define the
literature’s most popular viable theories. STAR indicates a form of the Starobinsky model which is
set by (n, α, β, σ) = (2, 1, 2, 1), HS indicates a form of the Hu-Sawicki model set by (n, α, β, σ) =
(1, 2, 1, 1), MJW indicates a form of the MJW model [7] set by (n, α, β, σ) = (1, 2,→ ∞, 1) . The
correction goes to zero for low values of R/cH20 and tends to a constant valued plateau as the curvature
increases in relation to the local density.
The parameter n controls how quickly the correction transitions from zero to the constant plateau,
and the amplitude of the correction is determined by the mass scale, or β in the GV model (5.1), or
c in the HS model (5.6). Specifically regarding the HS model now, in the high curvature limit we
obtain:
lim
cH20/R→0
fHS(R) ≈ −c1
c2
m2, (5.8)
and, following the idea in [6] of initially considering models which look like ΛCDM by setting the
height of the plateau to 2Λ, we obtain a relation between the free parameters:
c = 6(1− Ωm)c2
c1
. (5.9)
Thus the height of the plateau is controlled by the free parameters {c1, c2} and the matter density
today Ωm ≡ ρm,0/3H20 .
Even in the GV model, as can be seen from the curves in Figure 5.4, the exact behaviour of the
correction we desire - that is a height approximately equal to 2Λ, and a transition which is rapid
enough that initial conditions1 may be set not too far back in the past (for efficiency of numeric
integration, which we will get to later) - is fixed by a combination/relation of the model parameters.
1The choice of suitable initial conditions depend on the correction as I will discuss in Section 5.1.1.
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Figure 5.3: The correction of (5.1), plotted for integer values of n ranging from n = 1 to 7, while
all of β, α and σ are fixed to be 1. The larger the value of n, the more rapid the transition from
the GR limit (g(R) = 0) to the constant valued plateau, the effective cosmological constant limit
(g(R) =constant).
Simply by inspecting the curves it looks like it would be most suitable to choose β positive and small,
with n > 1, but the final say will have to be made by a data analysis.
For convenience, the function (5.1) is rewritten in terms of the following
r =
R
H20
, (5.10)
h =
H(z)
H0
, (5.11)
giving dimensionless versions of the Ricci scalar and the Hubble rate, and,
Rs = R∗ = σH20 , (5.12)
(5.13)
such that (5.1) is now
f(R) = rH20 − βσH20
{
1−
[
1 +
( r
σ
)n]− 1β}
. (5.14)
Similarly as in the HS model, both β and σ will affect the behaviour of the model, and here σ is
related to the mass of the scalaron. In this broken power law class of prospective viable functions for
f(R), it would be expected there would be a preferred class, associated with one or a range of values
of specific model parameters. The physical meaning of these parameters is a notion we must come
back to, however, in our quest for a theory which can, without an explicit cosmological constant term,
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Figure 5.4: Examples of the correction term for the GV model at (5.1) are plotted in four panels for different
values of the parameter β, n, to illustrate its change in behaviour. Larger values for β increases the height of the
plateau, and also works to slow the transition from effective “GR” to effective“cosmological constant”. Where
n = 1, β ≥ 1, the plateau is only reached at very high values for curvature, however larger values of n afford
reaching the constant valued plateau for smaller values of the Ricci scalar, enabling the required behaviour.
The first panel of the third row shows how negative values of β affect the behaviour of the correction; reaching
its cosmological behaviour at only very high redshifts, while the second panel of the third row shows how
changing σ affects both the amplitude and the slope of the correction.
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produce the observed late time acceleration, we investigate what numeric values of these functions
are preferred.
5.1 Dynamical Systems Approach to f(R) gravity
One of the main problems in making quick progress in laying out the results of an f(R) cosmology is
related to the complexity of the field equations due to the inclusion of higher order curvature terms
in the gravitational action. This makes the problem of deriving the dynamics of the cosmological
quantities, and finding exact solutions extremely difficult if not impossible.
The dynamical systems approach to study cosmological models has become a popular method
amongst authors in the field, starting with [124], [125], where cosmological models deriving from GR
were investigated, extending to many papers using a DS method to study modified gravity models
see for example [2], [126], [127], [128], where the dynamical systems approach was very clearly laid
out for f(R) and scalar tensor theories, and see [1], [3], [5], [129], [130], for example, where it was
implemented to study the asymptotic solutions in f(R) theories.
The technique requires expressing the differential equations of motion of a given physical quantity,
for example the scale factor in cosmology, in terms of a set of newly defined variables, which convert
the system into ordinary first order autonomous differential equations. This framework was developed
to study the asymptotic solutions of a system, and the stability of the various solutions based on a
study of eigenvalues.
The compact system was obtained by defining variables, normalised by a positive definite quantity,
which constructed a finite phase space, pulling asymptotic fixed points into the normalised phase
space. Using the same tactic we use a non compact dynamical system, defined by a set of expansion
normalised variables, comprising terms of the modified Friedmann equation.
Results coming from such analyses showed that in the general class of f(R) theories, at least those
examinable within the specific framework - definition of variables, normalisations and independent
variable - contain “radiation-like” repeller and “de Sitter-like” attractor asymptotic solutions. Certain
f(R) theories are even found to reveal an unstable, saddle “matter-like” fixed point solution [4]. These
results testify to the fact that suitably chosen functions for f(R) have the ability to produce universes
which chronologically mimic that of our own.
For completion of the section we rewrite the modified cosmological equations below. From the
general modified field equations as given by Equation (3.44) we obtain the following modified evolution
equations for the scale factor
2H˙ + 3H2 = − 1
f ′
(
pm + 2Hf˙
′ +
1
2
(f −Rf ′) + R˙2f ′′′ + R¨f ′′
)
, (5.15)
H2 =
1
3f ′
(
ρm +
1
2
(Rf ′ − f)− 3Hf˙ ′
)
. (5.16)
75
The dependence of f on the Ricci scalar is implicit, and primes, as usual, denote derivatives with
respect to R.
We also make use of the continuity equation, where w is the equation of state;
ρ˙ = −3H(1 + w)ρ. (5.17)
We have chosen to perform the entirety of our analysis within this dynamical systems framework,
as it lends to substantial simplification of the cosmological system, and the variables defined in
terms of physical quantities allow direct tracking of the dynamics of these quantities. The dynamical
variables are defined from the terms of the modified Friedmann equation (3.78) as
x =
f˙ ′
f ′
1
hH0
, v =
1
6
R
h2H20
, (5.18)
y =
1
6
f
f ′
1
h2H20
, Ω =
1
3
ρm
f ′
1
h2H20
. (5.19)
The variable v represents the Ricci scalar, Ω, not to be confused with the matter density fraction Ωm
represents the matter density field modified by the scalar field f ′, x and y are variables related only
to the model function, f(R), and h ≡ H/H0, is the dimensionless Hubble parameter.
The Friedmann equation is a constraint on this system, and in terms of the above variables, is
written:
1 = Ω + v − x− y, (5.20)
and the Raychaudhuri equation provides a dynamic equation for the dimensionless Hubble parameter;
dh
dz
=
h
z + 1
(2− v) . (5.21)
Since we are interested in integrating the system with respect to redshift, the differential equations
corresponding to the non-compact (see [1] for details on the compact version of these variables)
dynamical system can be obtained by differentiating the variables at (5.18) and (5.19) with respect
to redshift, z, and rewriting all cosmological quantities in terms of these variables:
dx
dz
=
1
(z + 1)
[
(−1 + 3w) Ω + x2 + (1 + v)x− 2v + 4y] , (5.22)
dy
dz
=− 1
(z + 1)
[vxΓ− xy + 4 y − 2 yv] , (5.23)
dv
dz
=− v
(z + 1)
[(xΓ + 4− 2 v)] , (5.24)
dΩ
dz
=
1
(z + 1)
[Ω (−1 + 3w + x+ 2 v)] , (5.25)
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where Γ is given by Γ = f ′/f ′′R. The first order autonomous differential equations written at (5.21)
- (5.25) represent a cosmological dynamical system for any f(R) theory, which can be inverted for
the Ricci scalar such that Γ can be expressed in terms of the dynamical system variables (5.18) -
(5.19) [4]. The only model dependent term is Γ. For the HS model (5.4), Γ takes the following form,
in terms of the model parameters
ΓHS = −
(c2r
n + 1)
[
r(c1r
n + 1)2 − c1ncrn
]
c1nc [rn(n− 1)− c2r2n(n+ 1)] , (5.26)
and for the general viable model at (5.1), in terms of its model parameters
ΓGV =
β
nσ
(
− (1 + ( rσ)n) 1+2 ββ ( rσ)−n r + nσ (1 + ( rσ)n))(
(−β − n) ( rσ)n + β (n− 1))−1 . (5.27)
In both of Equations (5.26) and (5.27), r = 6vh2, as given by the dynamical variables. To solve
for the background of the f(R) models we consider, the system (5.21)-(5.25) is integrated from initial
conditions fixed to ΛCDM values at a time in the past, we will elaborate on the choice of initial
conditions in the next section.
As a quick aside, we show the expression of the GDE, as described in Section (3.5), in terms of
the DS variables we defined at (5.18) - (5.19). In terms of these variables, wtotal = (1 − 2v(z))/3.
Therefore, using the Friedmann constraint (5.20), the geodesic deviation equation for f(R) models,
for which the DS variables are suitable, may be written as
d2η
dz2
+
4− v(z)
(z + 1)
dη
dz
+
2− v(z)
(z + 1)2
η = 0, (5.28)
which is a result valid for all f(R) theories.
5.1.1 Initial Conditions
It was previously found that requiring an hf(R),0 and qf(R),0 equal to those of ΛCDM as an initial
condition for such early analyses came at the expense of large deviations from the ΛCDM model,
and the observed Universe for much of the rest of the expansion history [82], [1]. In fact, in the HS
model, a dark energy phase of expansion is preceded by a “radiation-like” expansion era, with no
matter dominated period [1].
This can be understood by considering the correction g(R) in an f(R) = R + g(R) scenario,
as discussed previously. Specifically, consider the correction corresponding to viable theories; for
instance the HS model as shown in Figure 5.5, where, as curvature increases the function asymptotes
to a constant value. Such models allow high curvatures to be re-associated with high density, as it is
in GR + Λ.
Counterintuitively, if initial conditions are set too low, before the constant limit, the evolution of
the Ricci scalar is not guaranteed to be monotonically increasing with redshift (see Figure 5.6).
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Figure 5.5: To show the effects of initial condition, I plot an example of the correction of the HS
model with dimensionless curvature. The black lines represent the initial values of the Ricci scalar,
r0 = r(z0), when computed at three separate initial conditions, from left to right, z = 0, 10, 20,
respectively. The value for the r0 for z0 = 0 is too small and does not enable the correct cosmological
behaviour since the integration actually will force it away from the plateau. Increasing z0 places the
initial value of the correction already on the plateau, by increase the value of r0.
Figure 5.6: We show the effects of initial conditions on the dynamics of the cosmological models
by considering the R/H20 . Each panel from left to right shows the evolution of Ricci scalar when
initial conditions are chosen to equal the values of ΛCDM, at z0 = 0, 10, 20 respectively, for the
HS model(purple), GV model (blue) and the ΛCDM model (green dash). The first panel requires a
logscale for clarity, and both the f(R) models reveal non monotonic behaviour. As we increase the
redshift at which we require the models to mimic ΛCDM, the behaviour improves, with oscillations,
small in the HS model, and larger in the GV. This is evidence for the fact that the closer to infinity
we place our initial conditions equal to the ΛCDM model, the better the behaviour we can expect.
Models considered here were : HS(n, c1, c2,Ωm) = (1, 1, 1, 0.27) and GV(n, β) = (2, 180).
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By setting initial conditions at a high redshift, we can set the initial condition of the Ricci scalar,
R at a sufficiently large value, to force the initial value for the correction to assume its “cosmological
constant” limit. In this way we are able to ensure that the system contains the ΛCDM model as a
high curvature limit. This in a sense is a way to state that we want this f(R) theory to behave in
the way the observed Universe appears to do, and let’s see how close it can get, for how long to our
favourite model.
An additional concern related to initial conditions is dealing with the occurrence of singularities
at, at least for now, unpredictable finite redshifts. Depending on initial conditions, some classes of
models exhibit numeric oscillations, others just have asymptotic discontinuities. It turns out, for the
two models most closely studied, one a subclass of the other, that the higher the initial conditions,
the farther away from the present epoch oscillations and/or singularities can occur. This points to
the obvious advantage of selecting an initial condition to at least numerically represent infinity, for
which the main drawback is compute time.
These notes, taken during numeric experimentation, hint toward the fact that initial conditions
must be chosen carefully and the limitations of an initial condition which is not set to infinity must
be acknowledged in the proceeding analysis of any f(R) theory of gravity.
For our analysis we chose the initial redshift to be z0 = 20, and we fixed the initial conditions for
the integration of the dynamical system, in both the GV and HS models, to be equal to the ΛCDM
models, therefore the initial conditions for the dynamical quantities are set as follows:
h0 = h(z0) =
[
Ωm,0(1 + z)
3 + ΩΛ
]1/2
, (5.29)
q0 = q(z0) =
1
2h20
[
Ωm,0(1 + z)
3 − 2ΩΛ
]
, (5.30)
r0 = r(z0) = 6(1− q0)h20, (5.31)
v0 = v(z0) = 1− q0, (5.32)
Ω0 = Ω(z0) =
Ωm,0(1 + z0)
3
h20f
′(r0)
, (5.33)
y0 = y(z0) =
f(r0)
6h20f
′ , (5.34)
x0 = x(z0) = Ω0 + v0 − y0 − 1. (5.35)
The redshift z0 was chosen as a compromise between efficiency and the model being satisfactorily
similar to ΛCDM at and beyond z0 = 20. Note that Ωm,0 and ΩΛ are the ΛCDM values.
5.2 Numerical Method
A set of Python based scripts were developed to minimise the residuals between three sets of data ,
representing distinct redshift eras, and the theoretical predictions for the observables. However due
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to the occurrence of singularities we found performing the MCMC was not as simple as randomly
walking through the phase space.
In this situation, simply searching through the parameter space using a Markov Chain Monte
Carlo method requires synthetic ways to avoid or reject points that have a singularity in the expansion
history. This appears to compromise the statistics of the free parameters in that certain points in
the parameter space which would otherwise not be important in the posterior distribution are “over-
saturated” due to the algorithm finding too many singularities and not getting a chance to move
away from these points in the usual random way. In the next section, I discuss how we dealt with
this problem by generating a kind of numerical prior on the parameter space, using a grid and
the singularity detection condition. Once this “prior” was obtained, we implemented a Metropolis
Hastings (M-H) algorithm to generate the posterior distributions of the model parameters.
As a first exercise and foundation for the frame work of the rest of the analysis, we used Union2.1
SNIa data in an MCMC routine to find constraints on the parameters of the HS and GV models. We
then supplemented these constraints, which were found to be weak, with an MCMC analysis using
BAO data. Finally, we considered the perturbations of the f(R) models, by constructing the matter
density power spectrum from linear perturbation theory, and comparing it to data obtained with the
Sloan Digital Sky Survey of clustering of luminous red galaxies. The last part of the analysis, that
pertaining to comparing power spectra predictions to data, the χ2 surface was obtained using a grid
of the parameter space, instead of an MCMC parameter estimation.
Below, I describe the M-H algorithm:
In a loop, a point in the parameter space (of the model in question), which for reference we denote as
Xf , is chosen2. The background expansion history is obtained as a function of redshift by integrating
the system at (5.21)-(5.25). In the case of computing perturbations around this background, we
pass this solution to the perturbation equations (7.3)-(7.6), and obtain the solutions for the (linear)
density and curvature perturbations. The theoretical prediction for the observable is formed, and
the χ2(Xf ) parameter is computed. This χ2(Xf ) is compared with that of the previous point, Xi;
χ2(Xi).
If χ2(Xf ) < χ2(Xi) then, we update the value of Xi to be equal to Xf - we accept this new point
is better than the previous one- , and repeat the procedure, resulting in a convergence to the smallest
value for χ2 and thus pointing to the direction of the best fit model. The routine will only store one
value of parameters at a time, and only has memory of the behaviour of the previous point.
If χ2(Xf ) > χ2(Xi) then we will accept Xf with a probability, R = χ
2
i
χ2f
. When Xf is a better
point, i.e. it has a smaller χ2, then R > 1 and the chain will always accept Xf to be the new Xi. But
when R < 1, while it is not immediately apparent that Xf is a better point than Xi, it may still be a
step in the right direction. And in this case we accept the new point Xf with a probability equal to
R; this acts as an assessment of how bad Xf actually is. Points for which the ratio R is closer to one
2X denotes a point in the parameter space, its superscript “f ” or “i” indicates a new and old point respectively.
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will be accepted with higher probability: A random number, w, is drawn from a uniform distribution
in the range [0, 1). If w is smaller than R, then the new point Xf is accepted, stored in the chain,
and is saved as Xi. If it is larger then Xf is rejected, and the chain keeps Xi as its original value.
Accepting a point, results in taking a step in the parameter space, while rejecting a point means
the chain stays where it is, and tries out a different Xf .
The new coordinates of the point, Xf are decided by imposing a gaussian distribution on each
model parameter, centred about its current location at Xi,
X ∼ N (Xi, σX). (5.36)
where the standard deviation σX regulates the sizes of the steps taken. Xf is computed from Xi by
Xf = Xi + ∆, (5.37)
where ∆ is a random number drawn from the distribution (5.36). The σX ’s are different for each
model and for each parameter and is chosen based on how quickly we want to move through the space,
how finely resolved we would like the parameter optimisation to be, and the parameters themselves.
In this problem, where the parameters have no physical significance, and the only constraint is
that the height of the plateau of the model is desired to be approximately Λ, which is a constraint
on a combination or ratio of the parameters. The values for σX were fixed after a period of trial and
inspection.
5.3 Data
5.3.1 Supernovae Ia
Supernovae are violent astrophysical phenomena that are so bright that they can outshine their host
galaxies, making them observable at several hundreds of Mpc. There are two main classes of SNIa
depending on whether their spectra reveal hydrogen lines or not. And these classes are further broken
down into categories, based on their progenitor mechanism for explosion. The data we use is of the
category type Ia. These supernova occur in binary star systems consisting of a white dwarf (WD)
and a main sequence star, where the WD is accreting matter from its companion, which has exceeded
its Roche lobe. This mass accretion eventually leads to the WD reaching the Chandresakher limit
(1.4 solar masses), collapsing in on itself due to gravitational instability, and an explosion of material
in the form of one of the brightest transient objects known to exist.
Studying the luminosity curves of close supernovae, it has been shown that there is an empiri-
cal relation between the peak and the width of the luminosity curve, allowing the SNIa to become
a standard candle after an appropriate standardisation method is employed. Assuming distant su-
pernova follow the same relation as close ones, SNIa have been taken to be very reliable distance
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indicators [131]. Their reliability has been confirmed by testing the consistency of their distance pre-
dictions with those of the BAO [132]. Finding them in agreement is a powerful consistency check of
the SNIa data. Such a check is important because SNIa are secondary distance indicators; we require
a very large number of these objects of known distance to allow the calibration of standardisation
of the luminosity curves. Several other factors affect the accuracy of results such as intergalactic
absorption, change in metallicity with redshift of the progenitors, and even incorrect classification
could be a source of error. However, once correctly calibrated, the set of SNIa are able to provide
stringent constraints on the expansion of the universe.
Since the first studies revealed the accelerated expansion [133], [134], [22], the size and quality
of SNIa data sets have increased considerably. The data set we consider is compiled by Suzuki et
al. [135], consisting of samples drawn from 19 data sets (including old and newer data sets observed
from HST, large surveys from SNLS [136], ESSENCE [137], SDSS [138] and SCP [139], totalling 830
SNe, of which 580 passed usability tests.
We used the combined data set, known as the Union2.1 SNIa catalogue to place constraints on
the parameter space of the HS and GV models.
Observable Quantities
The observable to be compared with the catalog of Union2.1 is the distance modulus of the object,
defined by the difference of its apparent and absolute magnitudes. The apparent magnitude is given
by
mth(z; Ω0m, z0, xi) = M¯(M,H0) + 5 log10
[
DL(z; Ω
0
m, z0, xi)
]
(5.38)
where xi are the free parameters of the model, DL is the luminosity distance (Mpc), and M¯ is the
magnitude zero point offset, which is given by
M¯ = M + 5 log 10
[
cH−10
Mpc
]
+ 25. (5.39)
Here,M is the absolute magnitude andH0 is the Hubble parameter evaluated today, andDL(z; Ω0m, z0, xi)
is obtained by:
DL(z; Ω
0
m, z0, xi) = (1 + z)
∫ z
0
dz′
H0
H(z′; Ω0m, z0, xi)
. (5.40)
For a particular set of the free parameters {Ω0m;xi},the Hubble parameter H(z; Ω0m; z0;xi) is
obtained by solving the differential equations which represent the cosmological model at (5.21) -
(5.25). The theoretical value of the apparent magnitude (5.38), can be determined, and compared
with the observational data from [135], which provides the observed apparent magnitudes mobs of the
SNIa with the corresponding redshifts z and errors σm(z).
We can then compute the best fit model by studying the probability distribution
P (M¯,Ω0m, w0, z0) = N e−χ
2/2, (5.41)
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where N is a normalisation factor and χ2 ≡ χ2(M¯,Ω0m, z0, xi) as
χ2 = ΣNi=1
(mobs(zi)−mth(zi; M¯,Ω0m, xi))2
σ2
mobs(zi)
. (5.42)
Here σmobs(zi) is the uncertainty associated with each distance modulus data point, and N = 580.
Those free parameters {Ω0m, z¯0, x¯i} minimising the χ2 expression (5.42) will correspond to what we
call the best fit. On the other hand the M¯ can be minimised and dropped out of the χ2 expression,
by expanding (5.42) in terms of M¯ as
χ2(Ω0m, z0, xi) = A− 2M¯B + M¯2C, (5.43)
where
A(Ω0m, z0, xi) =
nSNIa∑
i=1
(mobs(zi)−mth(zi; M¯,Ω0m, xi))|2M¯=0∑2
mobs(zi)
, (5.44)
B(Ω0m, z0, xi) =
nSNIa∑
i=1
(mobs(zi)−mth(zi; M¯,Ω0m, xi))|M¯=0∑2
mobs(zi)
, (5.45)
C =
nSNIa∑
i=1
1
σ2
mobs(zi)
. (5.46)
The minimum of equation (5.43) is located at M¯ = B/C, such that χ2 turns out to be
χ˜2(Ω0m, z0, xi) = A(Ω
0
m, z0, xi)−
B(Ω0m, z0, xi)
2
C
. (5.47)
Thus, minimising χ˜2(Ω0m, z0, xi), independently of M¯ is enough to find the best fit since χ2min = χ˜
2
min,
which is how we proceed. Figure 5.7 shows examples of the theoretical curves for the HS and GV
models against the SNIa Union2.1 data. Both models are reasonable representations of the data,
lying within the data errors.
5.3.2 Baryon Acoustic Oscillations
Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations are an essential advancement for data collection in cosmology and
represent a unique method to measure the expansion of the universe through distance measurements
along and perpendicular to the line of sight.
It is widely accepted that in the beginning, the matter content (as far as we know) consisted of
Cold Dark Matter and neutrinos, interacting only weakly, and radiation and ionised baryons - which
are coupled electromagnetically. An initially over-dense region of this primordial plasma, experiencing
gravitational instability due to its size, will also experience an excess of radiation pressure, leading
to a back and forth between the two dominating forces. Thus, any fluctuation in the density of the
universe at this time would experience acoustic oscillations driven by the forward and backward forces
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Figure 5.7: Here we present a plot of the SNIa Union2.1 data versus the theoretical predictions from
HS and GV models for reference, for example sets of model parameters.
of radiation pressure and gravity, and these oscillations interfere and propagate throughout the fluid
as space expands [140] [132].
The distance these acoustic waves can travel before the matter and radiation fluids decouple
becomes a characteristic scale in the evolution of the universe, corresponding to the sound horizon at
that time. This scale is detectable in the anisotropies of the CMB e.g. [141], as well as in the large
scale clustering of galactic structures, e.g. [142], [143]. The imprint of these oscillations will appear
as a peak in the matter correlation function at the scale of the sound horizon. The CMB can provide
the scale of the sound horizon, and this scale can be mapped to an angular diameter distance, and
the Hubble parameter. One of the main advantages of the BAO as an observable is the fact that
linear physics is sufficient to study the phenomena, and therefore is not expected to suffer from errors
accumulated due to the neglecting of nonlinear effects [144]. Moreover, the imprint of BAO in the
large scale structure will not appear in the dark matter.
BAO are known as standard rulers, as objects of known comoving size, and the angular diameter
distance is computed using Equation (2.85). The data used, shown in Table 5.1, is the following ratio
rs(zCMB)
DV (z)
, (5.48)
of the comoving sound horizon, given by
rs(zCMB) =
1
H0
∫ zCMB
∞
cs(z)
h(z)
dz. (5.49)
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Survey z rs(zCMB)DV (z) Ref
6dF 0.106 0.3360 [145]
SDSS DR7 0.2 0.1905 [146]
SDSS DR7 0.35 0.1097 [146], [147]
WiggleZ 0.44 0.0916 [141]
WiggleZ 0.6 0.0726 [141]
WiggleZ 0.73 0.0592 [141]
Table 5.1: We use data from several different surveys.
and the dilation scale, given by
DV (zBAO) =
[(∫ zBAO
0
dz
H(z)
)2 zBAO
H(zBAO)
]1/3
. (5.50)
The cs in (5.49) is the speed of sound in the photon-baryon plasma,
cs(z) =
1√
3(1 + R¯bz+1)
, where R¯b =
3
4
Ωbh˜
2
Ωγ h˜2
, (5.51)
where h˜ is the uncertainty in the Hubble parameter, H0 = 100h˜, and we have used h˜ = 0.6711 and
zCMB = 1021.44.
The χ2 parameter is defined as follows
χ2BAO = (d
obs
z − dthz )TCBAO−1(dobsz − dthz ), (5.52)
where the inverse covariance matrix used corresponding to the correlated uncertainties in the data
points is [148] , [141],
C−1 =

4444.0 0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
0. 30318. −17312. 0.0 0. 0.
0. −17312. 87046. 0. 0. 0.
0. 0. 0. 23857. −22747. 10586.0
0. 0. 0. −22747. 128729. −59907.
0. 0. 0. 10586. −59907. 125536.

. (5.53)
5.3.3 Matter Power Spectrum, P (k)
One of the most powerful probes of our physical universe is the spatial distribution of luminous
bodies across the sky. It has been the intuition of physicists for many decades that the distribution
of galaxies on sufficiently large scales is uniform. It is also expected that when smoothed over large
scales the galaxy density distribution should have a simple relationship to the matter density of the
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primordial universe. If this is true, then the clustering of galaxies will be directly related to the
clustering of the underlying matter density. This argument suggests that the clustering of galaxies in
the universe gives information about the initial conditions of the universe as well as its subsequent
evolution [149].
Large scale clustering of any mass tracer, typically characterised by its power spectrum, has
three features which are of particular interest to modern cosmologists: (i) Oscillations in the power
spectrum caused by acoustic waves in the photon baryon plasma before hydrogen recombination at
z ∼ 1000, (ii) The largest scales of the power spectrum can be used to constrain the primordial
potential of the universe (testing inflation), (iii) The power spectrum turns over at k ∼ 0.01hMpc−1.
The power spectrum turns over from a slope ∝ k (the initial fluctuations are scale invariant) to k−3,
caused by modes that entered the horizon during radiation dominated era, and were suppressed. The
position of this turn over is determined by the size of the horizon at matter-radiation equality, and
corresponds to a physical scale determined by the matter and radiation densities [149].
In order to use the theoretical predictions of cosmological perturbation theory to analyse the
snapshot data we currently have of the universe, we need to exploit the statistical nature of the
perturbations. While Equations (4.53) - (4.54) will give the evolution of a single wave mode of
perturbations, we need to make use of Fourier analysis to study the evolution of a superposition
of growing and decaying wave modes in an expanding universe. The standard approach to this is
assuming that the density fluctuation ∆(~x) can be interpreted as a Gaussian random field.
If ∆k is the spatial Fourier transform of ∆(~x);
∆˜(~k) =
1
(2pi)3
∫
d3~xe−i~k·~x∆(~x), (5.54)
we can define the power spectrum of these perturbations as
〈∆(~x1)∆(~x2)〉 = P (k1)∆D(~k1 + ~k2). (5.55)
The power spectrum gives a measure of the average squared amplitude of the kth mode of any
perturbation in Fourier space.
The real space version of the power spectrum is the 2-point correlation function; a measure of the
correlation between the densities at two points separated by a distance ~r:
ξ(~r, t) = 〈∆(~x, t)∆(~x+ ~r, t)〉 = 1
(2pi)3
∫
d3kPm(k, t)e
i~k·~x, (5.56)
integrated over Fourier space.
The power spectrum of fluctuations is an invaluable tool spanning all of cosmology. Its shape gives
insight into how the matter fluid we consider clusters as a function of scale, in Fourier space, how its
clustering depends on redshift, giving information about its temporal evolution as well as its particle
nature. We are able to extract information regarding propagation speed features which were imprinted
onto the spectrum via the baryonic acoustic oscillations occurring at a time before recombination.
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Investigations into redshift-space distortions, a popular line of data-modelling research, is driven by
studying the shape of the power spectrum on small scales, and the effect small scale velocities have on
it. The power spectrum of matter densities is usually measured using large galaxy surveys to obtain
the amplitude of fluctuations on a range of scales.
The matter power spectrum is defined as:
Pm(k, t) =
2pi2
k3
〈∆m(k, t)∆∗m(k, t)〉 , (5.57)
The shape of the matter power spectrum is fixed by the cosmological model under investigation,
and several inflationary scenarios (see for example [150]) result in a power-law shape
P (k) = Akn. (5.58)
Features of the primordial power spectrum are expected to be imprinted onto the cosmic structure
observable today. However, it is also expected that, via a number of physical processes occurring
through out the expansion of space-time arising from the interplay of pressure and gravity, these
features will undergo a sort of “processing”, such that the growth of perturbations of certain scales
will be suppressed relative to others. The manner of coupling between baryonic matter and radiation
and the type of dark matter are both factors which will contribute to suppressing of the growth of
perturbations having scales smaller than, for example, the distance an acoustic wave can travel in
the time it would take for an over dense region to collapse.
These effects are encapsulated in the so called transfer function, T (k), which relates the power
spectrum of large scale density contrasts to the initial fluctuation spectrum, supposedly prior to
inflation. The transfer function is related to the correlation function as follows:〈
∆m(~k1)∆m(~k2)
〉
= T (k1)∆(~k1 + ~k2), (5.59)
where T (~k) = T (k) is a result of the isotropy in the distribution of perturbations. The transfer
function, which is essentially proportional to ∆2(k), gives a measure of the density fluctuations at a
scale of k−1.
We use SDSS DR7 LRG matter power spectrum data in the range k = [0.018, 0.29] [151], [152],
which consists of spectroscopic redshifts of 400 000 galaxies, spread over 3275 deg2 of the sky, in the
redshift range 0.45 < z < 0.65.
The LRG matter power spectrum represents an observable which is derived by considering the
evolution of scalar density perturbations with the expansion of the universe. It is a good supplement
to the analysis as it gives a method to test the theory beyond its construction to mimic the background
of the ΛCDM model. We can gain insight into how scalar perturbations evolve in this theory and
how this evolution, considering its dependence on scale, k, compares to real data.
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5.4 Sudden Cosmological Singularities
f(R) gravity has been studied in detail both with regards to UV corrections of GR, in black holes
and the early universe, as well as producing the late time acceleration of the Universe. Modified
theories have been found to contain several types of singularities, some due to violation of conditions,
which can be resolved fairly easily by careful selection of the form of the theory, and others which
seem to exist as a consequence of the modification to GR, and are much more complicated to avoid.
Moreover, the presence of singularities have very bad consequences, may prevent the formation of
compact relativistic astrophysical objects [153].
5.4.1 Hu-Sawicki Model
We have followed previous works, eg. [8], which use this approach, to assist in an analysis of the HS
model in 2015 [111], where we calculated the potential for the HS model in this class, and observed
its behaviour with scalar field, φ, to understand how to proceed with a numeric analysis. The HS
model may be written as:
fHS(r) = rH
2
0 −
H20c1r
1
6
rc1
1−Ωm + 1
, (5.60)
where we rewrite the Ricci scalar in a dimensionless form by introducing the Hubble constant; r =
R/H20 , and we rewrite the scalar mass in terms of the matter density fraction as in the ΛCDM model;
For this form, the scalar field is expressed as
φHS =
6dn(Ωm − 1)
(
−16 c1r(Ωm−1)c2
)n
r
[
c2
(
−16 c1rc2(Ωm−1)
)n
+ 1
]2 . (5.61)
For n = 1, with
φHS,n=1 = − c1(
1− 16 c1rΩm−1
)2 , (5.62)
it is clear to see that as r → ∞, φ → 0, demonstrating that the Ricci scalar actually diverges at a
finite value of the scalar field; φsing = 0. Solve for the dimensionless Ricci scalar:
r(φ) = ±6
(
φ+
√−c1φ
)
(−1 + Ωm)
c1φ
, (5.63)
giving the following expressions for the potential V (φ)
V (r, φ) = −(−1 + Ωm)
(
φ± 2√−bφ− 2) (2√−bφ+ φ)
b
. (5.64)
This potential is as depicted in Figure 5.8, for fixed values of n and Ωm, and varying values of c1.
The effects of matter, following [8], are included by considering an effective potential, where the
force term related to the presence of matter is modelled by a linear potential proportional to the
present curvature scalar, R0:
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Figure 5.8: Plotting the potential at (5.64) for n = 1,Ωm = 0.27 and b = (0.1, 0.5, 1.0).
φ = V ′eff (φ), (5.65)
V ′eff (φ) = V
′(φ) +R0(φ? − φ), (5.66)
where V ′(φ) is given by Equation (3.71), and φ? is the de Sitter minimum of the vacuum potential,
V (φ).
Examining the effective potential for the scalar field φ gives useful information about the viability
of the models we consider, and provide a rough idea of ranges of the free parameters which can be
excluded from the statistical parameter optimisation analysis. In general it is not possible to express
the potential, V (φ,R) given by solution to Equation (3.73) analytically, however, below for simple
enough cases, usually where some free parameters are set to unity, we are able to show an analytic
expression for the scalar fields and potentials for both of the HS and GV model.
Specifically for the HS model we found that decreasing c1 resulted in safer potential minima,
however after a point, smaller values for c1 result in the minimum moving closer to the singularity
again. Including matter appears to increase the depth of the potential.
From this short study, I had concluded that moving forward I could suggest the following weak
but surely useful prior on c1: c1 ∈ (0, 1], as an attempt to study what appear to be the safest models
in the HS class, at least for n = 1, to avoid the sigularity at φsing = 0.
However upon doing a statistical analysis, we found that c1 > 1 such that φ = − b+√b2−b , result
in significantly smaller values of the χ2 parameter. The computations which lead to this result will
be detailed in the following sections, but for example,
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Figure 5.9: The effects of matter, approximated by including a linear addition to the potential, are
plotted here. These panels illustrate how the potential depends on the value of c1. For several values
of c1, we plot the potential for the HS model. In the left panel it can be seen that as c1 increases,
the minimum of the potential shifts to the left, away from the singularity. However, as can be seen
in the panel on the right, after a certain point c1 ∼ 0.5, increasing c1 works to move the minimum
back towards the singularity.
χ2 ≈ 602 for c1 = 0.8,Ωm = 0.27 (5.67)
χ2 ≈ 542 for c1 = 80.,Ωm = 0.27 (5.68)
This renders confining a search of the parameter space to the range c1 ∈ (0, 1] to be quite
unfruitful, since the best cosmologies will be produced outside this range. The range of reduced χ2
values for c1 ∈ [0.1, 1.0] is [1039.6, 593.8], with the previously found minimum in [111] being ≈ 542.3.
Therefore the constraint coming from the rough analysis of the scalar potential is neglected, leaving
the parameter space open to search, although models outside this region will necessarily contain
unprotected singularities, which can only be avoided by careful choice of initial conditions3 .
In [111], an unrestricted survey of the parameter space for the HS model revealed that SNIa data
place weak constraints on the HS model, however an interesting result was obtained on analysing the
clustering of singular models in the phase space. This clustering was observed in data alternative to
an MCMC chain, where we stored points which were classified as singular during the chain4.
In Figures 5.11 and 5.12 we show these regions of the HS parameter space for n = 2, 3, to illustrate
that there exist regions of the parameter space which are completely singular.
3As discussed in Section 5.1.1.
4The details of the analysis, initial conditions and models analysed will be discussed in Section 6.1 pertaining
to [111].
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5.4.2 GV Model
The scalar field for the GV model, in general, is given by:
φ = −σ n
r
(
1 +
( r
σ
)n)−1−ββ ( r
σ
)n
. (5.69)
With its model parameters set to (β, σ, n)q = (1, 1, 1), we have
φq = − (1 + r)−2 , (5.70)
such that the minimum of the potential occurs at φ = −1. Solving (5.70) for the dimensionless Ricci
scalar, we obtain:
r =
(
−
√−φ+ 1√−φ ,−
√−φ− 1√−φ
)
. (5.71)
Solving (3.73) and substituting in for the Ricci scalar, we obtain the following expressions for the
potential for the domains of positive and negative Ricci scalar respectively.
Vq+ (r) = 1/6
(
(−φ)3/2 − 4φ+ 6
√
−φ+ 4
)√
−φ, (5.72)
Vq− (r) = 1/6
(
(−φ)3/2 + 4φ+ 6
√
−φ− 4
)√
−φ. (5.73)
Figure 5.10: GV Potential, for parameter values (β, σ, n) = (1, 1, 1), for R < 0 and R > 0. The
potential minimum is at φ = −1. We are only interested in R > 0.
5.4.3 Singular regions of the HS parameter space
To be clear, the singularities occur in the first derivative of the Hubble parameter, h(z), and is
reflected in the deceleration parameter, q(z).
Given that singularities are expected within the parameter space, it is useful to determine the
regions of parameter-space containing regular solutions, so that appropriate “priors” on the free pa-
rameters may be considered. To isolate a singular5 set of parameters, once the background system
5To clarify, a “singular” parameter set would be one that results in a universe which contains a sudden curvature
singularity as described in Section 3.2.4 in its expansion history.
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(5.21) - (5.25) has been solved, the solution is scanned for any unexpected behaviour. In particular,
if the Hubble parameter becomes too small, such that its reciprocal is numerically undefined, or the
deceleration parameter switches sign, or grows suddenly too large, the set of parameters is recognised
to be singular, and the theory not viable. To avoid the risk of generating unreliable posterior distri-
butions, we generated a grid of the parameter space determining the regions in the space which are
known to be completely regular, within a chosen redshift range6 .
Searching the parameter space of the HS model revealed it was dotted with sets of parameters
inevitably leading to singular behaviour. Interestingly, the singular models appeared to cluster into
regions of the space in such a way that showed those regions containing no viable models appear to
be bounded by neat, apparently “continuous” curves.
The case n = 1 is particularly simple as the appearance of singularities solely depends upon two
free parameters {c1; Ωm}, and the scalar potential is obtained exactly in (5.62). Consequently the
region of parameter-space leading to regular solutions can easily be found [154]. As pointed out above,
we need to stay initially on the lower branch of the scalar potential in order to avoid the singularity,
which is located at φ = 0 where V (φ = 0) = bcdH
2
0 . This leads to the condition:
Vφ=0 <
bc
d
H20 . (5.74)
Then, by imposing the initial conditions to match the model with ΛCDM at a particular redshift and
using the expression (5.64), we get the following constraint on c1
c1 <
3(Ωm − 1)H20
R0,ΛCDM
=
Ωm − 1[
z0
(
z20 + 3z0 + 3
)− 3]Ωm + 4 , (5.75)
where z0 is the initial redshift. For n > 1, we resort to the numerical technique described above.
We present two dimensional representations of this grid, showing the c1 − c2 plane, for fixed values
of Ωm in Figures 5.11 and 5.12 for n = 2 and n = 3, respectively. According to this, for higher
values of n the singular regions in the phase space are more complicated. While the filled regions
in the plot represent regions which contain the singularities in this range of parameter space, there
may exist regular parameter sets for different values of Ωm within those regions as well. Similarly,
the white space gives singularity free regions that also depend on the value of Ωm. This analysis
ensures a smooth cosmological evolution for z ≤ 0 but is unable to ensure a future cosmological
evolution in absence of singularities. However, note that many other dark energy models allowed by
the observations contain future cosmological singularities [14].
In [111] we presented Figures 5.11 and 5.12 to show the singular regions in the parameter space
of the HS model for n = 2, 3.
6Due to the phenomenology of the background of models like the ones we consider, it is common and not unscientific
to select a redshift range which is smaller than infinity, since the model becomes indistinguishable from ΛCDM at high
redshifts. The statement to be made is then that these models represent no singular behaviour within the redshift
range z = [0, 20].
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Figure 5.11: Regions in the c1− c2 plane, for n = 2 containing singular sets of parameters for different values
of Ωm, and regions with different signs of r0. We also show regions of the phase space in this model for which
the gravitational force is repulsive, or R0 < 0 (red hatch), in accordance with Section 3.6, for the sake of
interest. Any zone clear of the hatch pattern represents R0 > 0. The grey region, c2 < 0, represent entirely
and always singular regions (regardless of the value of Ωm); for n = 2 this corresponds to c2 < 0. Other
singular regions in the c1− c2 plane depend upon the value of Ωm, since this is a 2D slice of the 3D parameter
space. They have been represented in solid colours (see legends in the panels). Note that this analysis focuses
on the past cosmological evolution z ≥ 0, thus this does not ensure a whole regular condition for n > 1. For
the case n = 2, the closer Ωm gets to its best-fit value Ωmm = 0.27 , the narrower the aforementioned upper
singular quasi-parabolic region becomes. When Ωm = 0.27, the phase space is completely regular for all values
of c2 > 0 and all values of c1 6= 0. The best fit values found in Table 6.1 lie in the blank regions for both
n = 2, 3.
C1
C2
Figure 5.12: For the case n = 3, there appears not to be any improvement as we get closer to the Ωm best-fit
value but the singular region located at c1 > 0 grows with Ωm. and for n = 3 this corresponds to c1 < 0.
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Chapter 6
Determining Viable f (R) Models from
Background Data
In this chapter I will present the constraints obtained from background data and observables on the
HS and GV models discussed in the previous chapter. Note that these models are constructed to
produce a background behaviour which is identical (as far as possible) to the ΛCDM model, without
an additional energy field. For this reason, we already know that background data will likely provide
weak constraints, if any, on the parameters of the models we look at. However, this was an important
exercise to develop the framework of further analysis, especially in terms of the dynamical systems
approach described in Section 5.1. We also obtained a set of very interesting plots for the HS model
showing that within the parameter space there are neatly bound regions containing only singular
models.
For the more general power law model given by (5.1), and short hand dubbed GV, we obtain
constraints on the exponent of the Ricci scalar, using BAO and SNIa data, significantly reducing the
parameter space of the models.
6.1 SNIa Constraints on HS Model parameter space
In this section we present the results of a Markov Chain Monte Carlo method performed to fit for
the free parameters of the Hu-Sawicki model subject to the theoretical and numerical constraints
presented above. The results obtained in the previous section aid in the avoidance of highly dense
singular regions, as well as the interpretation of the MCMC chains. The regions for which the cosmo-
logical evolution does not guarantee expansion are excluded a priori in the calculations here, although
once the maximum likelihood is obtained, we are able to determine whether the corresponding points
in the parameter-phase space lie in the allowed, i.e., singularity-free and late-time expansion, regions.
The MCMC analysis for the Hu-Sawicki model proceeded by fixing integer values of n = 1, 2, 3,
sampling for the posterior distributions of the remaining free parameters c1, c2 and Ωm.
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For each of n = 1, 2, 3, several chains were generated, comprising 250 000 sampled points in the
respective parameter space. The obvious prior on Ωm, Ωm ∈ (0, 1] was imposed. For the sake of
simplicity, each parameter was sampled from a normal distribution centered at zero, with standard
deviations set, by trial and inspection to σc1 = 5, σc2 = 5 and σΩm = 0.03 [111]. Having initially
little information about the scales of c1 and c2, the sampling distribution was chosen so as to scan the
available phase space as efficiently as possibly. While the relatively large values of σc1 and σc2 were
settled upon ultimately to optimise computing time, it is important to note that more conservative
values for these quantities were tested and the results - while significantly scaled down - were not
different to those presented here.
Each chain was initialised at unique points in the phase space, and for each Markov Chain,
convergence of the matter density fraction of the universe today, i.e., Ωm occurred fairly quickly. In
fact, Ωm is very well described by a Gaussian posterior distribution for all three values of n, with an
error comparable to that of a similar analysis done for ΛCDM. Table 6.1 summarises the results for
each value of n. We include the best fit values for each parameter corresponding to each value of the
exponent n, as well as the mean and 1-σ standard deviation of their sample distribution. To compare
the result to the ΛCDM model we compute the reduced χ2 parameter, defined as
χ2red =
χ2
(N − p) , (6.1)
whereN is the number of data points included in the analysis and p is the number of fitted parameters,
and the difference (N−p) is known as the degrees of freedom of the system. Normalising χ2 to obtain
χ2red gives a method of testing the goodness of the fit. The closer the value is to one, the better the
fit is thought to be.
We find for all values of the exponent n that the best fit values do in fact lie in the R > 0 regions.
For the case n = 1, the parameter space is 2-dimensional as d factors out of the system entirely.
In this simple scenario, the convergence of the c1 parameter is remarkably bad (left panel in Fig.
6.1). We find, consistently for each Markov chain generated, that there exists a range of c1 values
minimising χ2. The χ2 surface is extremely flat, and we find that the variation in the values of the
χ2 is small (σχ2 = 1.470).
When n = 2, the parameter space is 3-dimensional. Once again, Ωm converges quickly to Ωm =
0.27± 0.020, however, c1 and c2 show no acceptable convergence in general (mid panel Fig. 6.1). In
both cases the standard deviations of the posterior distributions are very large. As can be seen from
Table 6.1, the best fit values of c1 and c2 are not similar to their mean values. The variation in the
χ2 values, σχ2 = 1.530, is small in this case as well, implying that a wide range of values for c1 and
c2 perform similarly when fitting the supernovae data. It is therefore possible for the best fit value,
which minimizes the χ2, to be quite different from the mean of the posterior.
Finally, for n = 3, where σχ2 = 1.364, it can be seen that the results are very similar to those of
n = 2. Whereas Ωm successfully converges, c1 and c2 remain unconstrained (right panel Fig. 6.1).
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The standard deviations of these two free parameters are large, so that the values which minimise χ2
is not reflected in the statistics of the posteriors.
At this stage we must emphasise that although all the generated MCMC chains gave identical
results for Ωm, they provided inconsistent results for c1 and c2. The distributions of c1 and c2 were
highly sensitive to the initial points of the various chains, which reiterates the fact that a wide range
of values form part of an acceptable optimum region for the values of c1 and c2, some of which are not
necessarily connected within the phase space. We have depicted the chain-dependence of the results
for the {c1, c2} parameters in Fig. 6.2 showing the results of four different chains for the cases n = 2
and n = 3. As can be seen, c1 and c2 show no tendency to converge to a preferred state. We are led
to conclude that supernovae data does not impose strong enough constraints on the free parameters
of the Hu-Sawicki model.
n c1 c2 Ωm,0 χ
2
min χ
2
red
1 347± 300 745 - - 0.270± 0.020 0.270 542.683 0.979
2 825± 200 1052 303± 200 49 0.272± 0.020 0.270 542.683 0.981
3 947± 300 1388 3515± 500 3675 0.264± 0.018 0.270 542.689 0.981
ΛCDM - - - - 0.27± 0.02 0.27 542.685 0.978
Table 6.1: MCMC analysis results for the fitting of Hu-Sawicki model to Union 2 SNIa data. The free
parameters c1,c2 and Ωm are estimated, for each case where n is fixed, n = 1, 2, 3. We include the results for
ΛCDM for comparison. Each free parameter is represented by two columns, the left showing the mean and 1σ
of the resulting posterior, and the right showing its best fit value. The best fit values lie in the white regions in
Fig. 5.11 and 5.12 for both n = 2, 3 exponents respectively, therefore providing the appropriate cosmological
expansion behaviour at late time.
6.2 SNIa and BAO data constraints on the GV parameter space
In the same way as the HS model, we analysed the GV model (5.14). Several chains were generated
by sampling from the distribution at (5.47), to minimise the free parameters {n, σ, β} of the model
at (5.1). However, before proceeding with the random journey through the parameter space, through
analytic inspection and numeric experimentation, we found the following statements on parameter
sets yielding regular cosmologies to be true:
• β = 0 is undefined, −1 < β < 1 are singular.
• Larger values of β improve the similarity of the model to ΛCDM.
• Increasing β, where all of n, α, σ = 1, results in a decrease in the amplitude of oscillations in
the Ricci scalar.
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Figure 6.1: Constraints for the posterior distributions and contours for each free parameter, in each case of
n, n = 1 (left panel), n = 2 (central panel) and n = 3 (right panel). For n = 1, parameter c2 vanishes from
the system. We find Ωm = 0.27, and c1 is unconstrained for a wide range of values. For the case n = 2, again
Ωm = 0.27 and c1 is unconstrained for a wide range of values. For n = 3, Ωm = 0.264, whereas c1 and c2
remain unconstrained.
Thus the weak prior I place on β is β < −1 or β > 1. For safe values of β, we can say the following
about the exponent n:
• 1 < n < 3 are regular,
• n ≤ 0 are singular,
• For most viable values of β, n > 3 is singular. For small values of β, n > 3 is not only regular,
but preferred.
These points result in a weak prior on n: n > 0. The singularity detection method used previously
for the HS model, was also implemented here. The sectors of the parameter space corresponding to
β < −1 and β > 1 were sampled separately, so as to avoid the singular band at (-1,1). The minimum
χ2 values, however, do lie in the (β > 0) sector.
6.2.1 SNIa Results
Investigating the 3 dimensional (n, σ, β) parameter space
There are three free parameters of interest for the GV model; the exponents, β and n, and σ which
is related to the mass of the scalar field, and is identified through Ωm in the HS model analysis. The
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Figure 6.2: Above, we plot the results of four MCMC chains corresponding to the cases n = 2 and n = 3 to
illustrate the lack of a convergence to a best fit value for the parameters c1 and c2 in both cases.
parameter α which scales the correction in (5.1) may be absorbed into either β or σ, and is therefore
fixed to one (α = 1) in favour of reducing the parameter space.
To investigate this 3 dimensional parameter space, several MCMC chains were generated of 105
steps, initialised at unique points. The weak priors justified in the previous section were implemented,
but otherwise the space was unrestricted. In Figure 6.3, we show an example of a chain generated by
moving through the (n, σ, β) space and minimising χ2 as defined at Equation (5.47). Several ranges
of the parameters were tested by increasing and decreasing the standard deviations of the normal
distributions sampled for each parameter.
In this case the χ2 surface was once again very flat, with values similar to that obtained for the
HS model using the same data. The exact set of parameters which best fit the SNIa data with a
χ2 = 543.25 are (n, σ, β) = (3.97, 2.02, 2.74), having χ2red = 0.980.
The main result from this analysis was a lack of convergence to a best fitting set of parameters,
with the posterior appearing dependent on the initial point, and the length of the chain.
For this reason, it may be constructive to fix one of the three parameters, and test if correlations
between the remaining parameters emerge from an MCMC.
Investigating the Exponents of the GV Model
Following the results of the previous section, we fix σ = 1, corresponding to σ = cH20 = 1. This
was done to investigate whether there are any direct relationships between the exponents of the GV
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Figure 6.3: A corner plot showing an example of contours and marginalised posterior distributions generated
by an MCMC (M-H) analysis for the 3 dimensional parameter space of the GV model, corresponding to n, σ, β,
using SNIa Union 2.1 data. The exponent n may be estimated by the normal distribution n ∼ N (2.6, 0.7).
A clear peak in the σ posterior is noticed, where the mean value of σ for the chain corresponds to µσ = 3.5
and a variance, varσ = 2.2, with its best fitting value at σχ2min = 2.0. There appears to be a peak in the
distribution for the β exponent as well, however after many trials it was found that a wide range of values for
β are acceptable in terms of minimising the χ2 parameter, and no real convergence occurred.
model (5.1) which are preferred by SNIa data. For the purpose of the analysis, we restricted n to lie
within [1,7], and left β unrestricted in both β < −1 and β > 1.
It was found that the global minimum lies in the β > 1 region of the GV (n, β) parameter space.
In this posterior distribution for n, two peaks in the Likelihood, L = exp− 12χ2 , can be noted in the
left panel of Figure 6.4. The first and largest peak is located at n = 3.25 and the second smaller peak
at n = 6.38.
Testing a very large portion of the parameter space for β, the contours exhibit the fact that
although, as seen previously in the 3D analysis, a wide range of β values are acceptable, the highest
point of the distribution occurs for the smaller values of β considered, corresponding to the largest
values of n. To make this point clear, in this SNIa MCMC analysis of the 2D parameter space, we
find the best fitting model to be (n, β)|χ2min = (6.99, 4.95) at a minimum χ2 = 542.90. This gives
a reduced χ2red = 0.98. This result is in some tension with that of the previous section, where the
model which minimised χ2 was found to have n ∼ 3, closer to the value of the larger peak in the n
posterior distribution in Figure 6.4.
The higher the value of n, the better the model can mimic the data, since the largest values of n
send the correction part of the GV f(R) model to its ΛCDM limit faster than smaller values. When
the sampling is allowed to test large values of n, it appears the best fit values for β are reduced.
However, if we restrict 0 < n ≤ 4, while a very clear peak forms in the posterior distribution for
99
Figure 6.4: Typical corner plot of the (n, β) plane, generated by an MCMC routine to estimate the exponents
in the GV model (5.1). The sample extends over 1 < β < 160, 1 < n < 7. The top and right bottom panels
show the marginalised posterior distribution for either parameter. In particular, two peaks can be seen in the
n posterior distribution, occurring over n = 3.25 and n = 6.38. These indicate a higher likelihood around
these values for n according to SNIa data. The contours of the Likelihood = e−
1
2χ
2
surface, show that for small
values of β, the whole range of 1 < n < 7 are suitable, it appears 3 < n < 4 are favoured for the widest range
of β. The bump at the higher values of n point to the fact that the largest values of n will generate the best
fit models, as higher order polynomials will tend to do. In the right panel, which shows a chain for restricted
values of 1 < n < 4, the maximum likelihood occurs for n = 2.96. In this case n may be approximated by a
Normal distribution, n ∼ N (2.96, 0.28)
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Figure 6.5: Corner plots showing the 2 dimensional MCMC contours for the GV model (β < −1 region)
where the horizontal and vertical axes for the contour plot are β and n, respectively. The left panel shows the
posterior distributions and contours, in the case where β is allowed a large range, specifically β < −5. In this
sector n can be approximated with a Normal distribution, n ∼ N (2.68, 0.26). But if we look at a focussed
portion of the parameter space, where β is small, −5 < β < −1, it is clear to see the development of a line
in the projected contours, corresponding to n = −1.49, β − 0.091. This line points to an exact correspondence
between the parameters, which are favoured by the data used in the analysis, however this structure does not
correspond to the global minimum. It is shown as a point of mild interest.
n ∼ N (2.96, 0.28), β appears unconstrained and its values make little difference in the goodness of
the model.
We find similar behaviour on the left hand side of β = −1, where the points in the chain cluster
about n ≈ 3, with a general lack of preference about the values of β. However one interesting feature
which developed in the chain is the appearance of a narrow valley of locally minimised χ2 ≈ [548, 552]
values, however, not corresponding to the global minimum. The equation of the line is estimated to
be n = −1.485β − 0.091.
On this line, we have a set of models not remarkably different from the best fit models with a
reduced χ2red ≈ 0.948. For clarity, we plot a contour, with the range of β restricted, to show the
prominence of this line, relative to the rest of the parameter space in Figure 6.4. This feature is
plotted for the record, to show there appears to be some correlation between n and β < −1 region of
the parameter space.
6.2.2 BAO Results
We supplemented the results obtained using SNIa data by considering constraints on the exponents
(n, β) of the GV model using the BAO data given in Table 5.1. Using an MCMC analysis, we once
again tested a wide range of values β, for 1 < n < 7, generate several MCMC chains. This time,
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Data n β χ2min χ
2
red
SNIa 4.040± 1.200 6.943 38.665± 38.162 4.991 542.908 0.941
ΛCDMSNIa - - - - 542.685 0.978
BAO 1.057± 0.052 1.000 1.237± 0.088 1.107 14.985 3.75
ΛCDMBAO - - - - 4.51 1.13
Table 6.2: MCMC analysis results for the fitting of GV model (5.1) to Union 2.1 SNIa data. The free
parameters n and β are estimated, while parameters associated with the mass scale, σ = α = 1.0. We
include the results for ΛCDM for comparison. Each free parameter is represented by two columns,
the left showing the mean and 1σ constraints of the resulting posterior, and the right showing its
best fit value.
for the 2 dimensional exponent parameter space of the GV model, we obtained somewhat tighter
constraints for both β and n. We show the posterior distributions for these parameters generated
with BAO data in Figure 6.6, along with the projected 1-σ and 2-σ contours. The best fit values in
this case were obtained for a minimum χ2BAO,min = 14.99 at (n, β) = (1.0, 1.11) in the β > 1 sector.
In a similar analysis performed for the ΛCDM model, the minimum χ2BAO,min = 4.51, showing that
this model does not improve the fit of the ΛCDM model to the data.
For the β < −1 sector, the minimum χ2min = 17.23, consistent with the SNIa data having its
global minimum in the β > 1 sector. This local minimum of the χ2 distribution is located at
(n, β) = (3.99,−3.00).
As can be seen in Figure 6.6, the distribution of n could be approximated by a Normal distribution
as n ∼ N (1.04, 0.04). The χ2 is minimised in the β > 1 sector, thus we only show this part of the
parameter space, as β < −1 sector is rather uninteresting.
6.3 Conclusions
In this chapter, using data corresponding to background observables, namely SNIa and the BAO, we
obtained new constraints of the parameters of a general class of viable broken power law theories for
f(R) gravity. Published in [111], we showed the results of an analysis to confirm that the HS model
is unconstrained by background data.
The GV model, defined at (5.1) provided reasonable fits to the SNIa data with χ2 values compa-
rable to that obtained for the ΛCDM model. When fitting to the BAO data, we found the fit was
significantly worse, however, through an MCMC analysis we were able to obtain tight constraints
on the exponents of this GV model, which showed a preference for n ≈ 1.00, β ≈ 1.25, significantly
reducing the effective parameter space of this model (See Fig. 6.6).
The SNIa data provided no real constraints on β, except to indicate that where the best fits were
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Figure 6.6: A corner plot showing the posterior distributions for the GV model parameters (n, β),
and 1 and 2 σ regions of the projected χ2 distribution, generated using BAO data for comparison.
For this analysis the best fit values correspond to (n, β)|bestfit = (1.0, 1.11). This is a very interesting
result, and corresponds to a model very close to the HS model, for n = 1.
for the highest values of 6 < n < 7, β was restricted to smaller values, roughly within the range
1 < β < 20. And the widest range of β parameters are allowed for 2.4 < n < 3.6, in particular, the
Normal distribution n ∼ N (2.96, 0.28) is an excellent approximation of the posterior distribution of
n in the uncapped range of β > 1 (see Fig. 6.4). In the next chapter we look at this 2 dimensional
n, β parameter space from the perspective of a perturbations analysis on f(R) models, by considering
the matter power spectrum for linear scalar perturbations.
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Chapter 7
Constraints of Viable f (R) Models from
LSS Data
Modifying the underlying theory of gravity changes the way gravitational potentials evolve, and is
expected to leave a detectable signature in the large scale clustering of matter. We track the GV
f(R) model predictions for the scalar perturbations in the range of scales relevant to luminous red
galaxies.
In this chapter I will discuss constraints coming from data representing the large scale structure in
the observed universe. This complements the constraints on the model parameters obtained through
an analysis of BAO and SNIa data, representing only background quantities.
Since, the HS model is indeed a subset of the GV model’s parameter space, its inclusion is implicit
in the study discussed in this chapter, through only the parameters (β, σ, n). Once again we choose
to fix the value of σ = 1.
We considered scalar perturbations in the metric f(R) theories through the 1+3 covariant gauge
invariant formalism. As presented in Chapter 4, the equations are given by
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Interestingly, the f(R) modification affords the ability to have positive growth of density pertur-
bations in a universe where the expansion rate is accelerating. Thus the evolution of gravitational
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potentials will not be stunted by the expansion of space. The ISW effect in these models are therefore
a point of interest [155].
In terms of the dimensionless expansion normalised dynamical variables defined by Equations
(5.18) and (5.19), the above equations may be written as the following first order differential equations
d
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and the functions Γ, A and B are defined as
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, (7.7)
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, (7.8)
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In the background equations (5.21)-(5.22), Γ represents the model, and must be expressed in terms
of the dynamical system variables in order to close the system. When considering the perturbations,
we have two additional non-disappearing terms, comprising of third and fourth derivatives of the
function, f(R). These terms must also be expressed in terms of the dynamical variables in order
to close the system. Thus, the above set of equations is a completely general system which can be
solved for any f(R) theory of gravity, provided Γ, A and B can be expressed in terms of the dynamical
system variables at (5.18)- (5.19), to obtain the scale and redshift evolution of scalar perturbations.
7.1 Constructing the linear f(R) matter density power spectrum
The linear matter power spectrum for f(R) theories is related to that of the ΛCDM linearly through
a transfer function , T (k), encapsulating the scale dependence of the perturbations,
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P
f(R)
k = T (k)P
ΛCDM
k |equality, (7.10)
In this way, the success of ΛCDM in the radiation dominated eras is preserved, and the modification
need not have any effect on high redshift phenomena. We compute the transfer functions for each
model by solving the Equations (7.3) - (7.6) for ∆k, and constructing T (k) =
∣∣∣ ∆km(0)∆0.01m (0) ∣∣∣2.
For this analysis, we assumed that the universe is spatially flat and contains only cold dark matter.
The ΛCDM matter power spectrum used in Equation (7.10) corresponds to the fit used in [151] .
Initial Conditions
In principle, we would like to study the way the scalar perturbations evolve completely, throughout
the expansion history. This would mean integrating the system (7.3)-(7.6) from a very high redshift,
somewhere around matter-radiation equality, to the present day. However, due to the nature of
the theory; with high frequency and large amplitude oscillations in the Ricci scalar growing with
increasing redshift, and the derivatives of the dynamic quantities being very small, we began the
integration of the f(R) perturbation equations from z = 20.
All the models in this class have indistinguishable cosmological backgrounds. For a given set of pa-
rameters (nx, βx) which can produce a singularity - free background from z = 2000 to z = 0, we may :
• obtain the solution to (7.3)-(7.6) pertaining to this model specified by n = nx and β = βx in
Equation (5.1) ,
• evaluate that solution at z0 = 20, and obtain the values for the perturbations and their deriva-
tives at z0 : ∆k(z0 = 20),
d∆km
dz (z0 = 20), Rkm(z0 = 20), dR
k
m
dz (z0 = 20),
• use these values, or at least their order of magnitude, as the initial conditions in the resolution
of the same system (7.3)-(7.6), from z = 20 to z = 0 for any set of parameters.
This reduced the compute time of the rest of the analysis, in which we constructed the χ2 surface
over the n− β parameter space, by calculating the model at each point of a grid and comparing it to
the data.
The initial conditions obtained are given in the first row of Table 7.1. The second row, IC 2,
gives the same order of magnitude as IC 1, and are the initial conditions which we make use of when
constructing the grid. The third row gives an experimental set, included just as a case of interest - if
the matter density perturbation and its derivative are of the same order of magnitude as that of the
curvature perturbation at z = 20. We present transfer functions and power spectra resulting from
using these three sets of initial conditions in Figure 7.1 for the HS model, and in Figure 7.2 for the
GV model.
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Figure 7.1: The transfer functions, T (k) = |∆k/∆0.01|2, for the Hu Sawicki model for the three sets of initial
conditions IC1, IC2 and IC3 are plotted in the left panels, for three different parameter sets HSA, HSB and
HSC , normalised to coincide at large scales, where k is in units of hMpc−1. These show the evolution of
perturbations after radiation-matter equality, where the initial conditions for the f(R) system were obtained
as described in Section 7.1. The general behaviour is the same for all three cases; we have growth at small
scales, and suppression for k < 0.1. Increasing the value of c1 appears to cause a larger suppression at small
scales. The right panels picture the corresponding theoretical power spectra, plotted with the ΛCDM fit [151],
and the SDSS-III [156] power spectrum data in the range k = [0.005, 0.29]hMpc−1. The theoretical power
spectra were normalised at k = 0.01hMpc−1 for comparison. All models give good fits to the data, due to
the flatness of the transfer functions produced. In particular, the f(R) models, in all three IC scenarios only
deviate from the ΛCDM model in the range k = [0.005, 0.02]hMpc−1.
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Figure 7.2: The transfer functions, T (k) = |∆k/∆0.01|2, for the GV model given by (5.1), for the three sets
of initial conditions IC1, IC2 and IC3, are plotted in the left panels, for two different parameter sets GVA and
GVB , normalised to coincide at large scales. These show the evolution of perturbations after radiation-matter
equality, where the initial conditions for the f(R) system were obtained as described in Section 7.1. The
behaviour is the similar for all three cases, as well as those calculated in the HS model. Once again, we
have growth at small scales. Note that both parameter sets have comparable χ2 values. The right panels
picture the corresponding theoretical power spectra, plotted with the ΛCDM fit [151], and the SDSS-III [156]
power spectrum data in the range k = [0.005, 0.29]hMpc−1. The theoretical power spectra were normalised
at k = 0.01hMpc−1 for comparison. All models give good fits to the data, and are dominated by the ΛCDM
fit, due to the flatness of the transfer function. In particular, the f(R) models, in all three IC scenarios only
deviate from the ΛCDM model in the range k = [0.005, 0.02]hMpc−1
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Initial Conditions ∆k(z0) ∆k ′(z)|z0 Rk(z0) Rk(z)|z0
IC 1 0.1 -0.1 1.0 0.1
IC 2 0.2 -0.17 3.0 0.3
IC 3 1.0 1.0 0.1 0.1
Table 7.1: IC 1 and IC 2 are the same order of magnitude, and were obtained by integrating the
system of perturbation equations at (7.3) - (7.6) from zi = 2000, setting all the initial values of the
background quantities to their values at z = 2000. IC 3 sets both curvature and matter density
perturbations to the same order of magnitude (that of the curvature perturbation), just as a case of
interest.
n c1 Ωm
HSA 1.0 0.15 0.27
HSB 1.0 1.0 0.27
HSC 1.0 10.0 0.27
Table 7.2: A list of the examples of parameters used to show the behaviour of T (k) and P (k) for the Hu-
Sawicki model.
n β
GVA 2 180
GVB 1 −11
Table 7.3: A list of the examples of parameters for the GV model (5.1), used to show the behaviour of T (k)
and P (k).
7.2 LSS constraints on the GV parameter space
For a restricted rectangular range for the 2D parameter space of the GV model, we constructed a
χ2 surface by computing its value at regular grid points. This method was previously used as a
preliminary test for the MCMC parameter optimisation routine, however we find it sufficient to scan
the regions previously constrained by the background data, in this LSS analysis.
A (n, β) grid of dimensions (100×200) was defined to extend between : (i) 1 < n < 7, 1 < β < 200,
and (ii) 1 < n < 7,−200 < β < −1, in order to test a large and inclusive portion of the parameter
space, to locate any unexpected local minima. Regarding the avoiding of singular models, in this
case, we use the same method as before of testing the background. If during the scanning of the
grid a singular model is identified, we assigned it a high value for χ2, essentially excluding them from
concern. The χ2 parameter defined as
χ2 = ∆TC−1∆, (7.11)
109
where ∆ = P (k)f(R)−P (k)obs, using the covariance matrix provided in the 2013 SDSS data set [151],
[152], was computed at every point on the grid. Then using a 2D nearest neighbour interpolation
method, three important iso-sections of the χ2 surface were identified, plotted in Figure 7.3, corre-
sponding to the 1σ and 2σ significance intervals in the parameter space considered. These plots show
clearly the structure of the distribution of the χ2 parameter in this analysis, highlighting the location
of the minimum in the exponent parameter space of the GV model.
The dark blue sections contain models for which the χ2 parameter is minimised, and is bound
by lowest level curve, the teal section contains 68% of the distribution, and the light green section
contains 95% of the distribution, effectively representing the 1 and 2σ confidence intervals of the χ2
distribution. The mean, µchi2 , and standard deviation, σχ2 , values of the entire χ2 grid, as well as
the minimum values for χ2, differ in the β < −1 and β > 1 regions of the parameter space. They are
respectively:
β < −1 β > 1
χ2min 8.33 8.32
µχ2 8.35 8.35
σχ2 0.01 0.02
From the above statistics, it is possible to gauge that the surface is quite flat, and it appears
almost all models make similar fits to to the SDSS III DR9 data, with the χ2 parameter calculated
differing marginally throughout the parameter space considered.
• There is a very wide range of the GV model parameters β and n which can produce excellent
fits to LSS LRG power spectrum data in the range k = [0.018, 0.290].
• In the β > 0 region: for 2.65 < n < 3.4, β > 1 is unconstrained. As seen in the SNIa analysis,
there is an interval of β values for which large values of n make the best fits. Specifically, models
where 25 < β < 35, n > 3.2 minimise the χ2 parameter. This results in the formation of a
boomerang like minimum of the χ2 surface, as can be seen in Figure 7.3. (n, β) = (5.33, 25.43)
corresponds to the model in the grid which has the lowest value for χ2min = 8.32. We may pay
less attention to the largest values of n, since they were included for a sense of completeness in
the parameter space analysis, but in fact, it is quite usual to fix 2 < n < 4 to produce perfectly
viable backgrounds. The larger the value of n, the better the model will be mimic ΛCDM, and
thus in this data set, the better the overall fit to data will be, however the actual effect of this
value in the physics of the theory reaches a peak by n = 4.
• Even though the global minimum occurs in the β− positive part of the parameter space, we
show the contours obtained in the same way as before for the β negative space, as we had done
with the previous data sets. Note that the values of χ2min and χ
mean are different in both panels
of Figure (7.3), even though they are represented by the same set of colours. Interestingly, once
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again there is the appearance of a band, − not a line, as appeared with the SNIa − in this
sector. For negative values of β the exponent n within (2.0, 3.25) correspond to a minimum
χ2min = 8.35.
From the above analysis, we have presented constraints on the exponents of the GV model using
SDSS III DR9 matter power spectrum data. There appears to be a relationship between β and n
which correspond to the best fit models to this data. This will form part of a useful constraint on the
model parameters, in order to obtain expansion histories which are singularity free and viable. The
degrees of freedom in this analysis d.o.f=69, and the reduced χ2 = 0.12. This small value indicates
that the model is overfitting the data.
Such an analysis should be supplemented by considering a more realistic theoretical value for the
σ parameter, which simulates a mass for the scalar field. The codes used to generate these results
may easily be generalised to extend the analysis, when more intuition about the nature of these
parameters is at hand.
Finally, we remark that the most notable result is the discovery of a preferred range of n values,
which minimise residuals between data and model. The n parameter, as previously discussed plays
the important role of setting the transition between the desired background and the effects of the
f(R) modification. Regarding β, on the other hand, we can say without losing generality, that its
value may be set arbitrarily while testing these models, as far as SNIa, BAO and LRG LSS data is
concerned.
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Figure 7.3: Contours of the χ2 surface over the 2D (n, β) parameter space for the GV model at (5.1). The
top and bottom panels show the regions for β < −1 and β > 1 respectively. The dark blue region contains all
points between the absolute minimum of the surface and the lowest 2.5 percentile. The teal region is bounded
by the 1σ confidence interval, and finally the leaf green region is bounded by the 2σ confidence interval. The
global minimum is located in the β > 1 region; χ2min = 8.3 for (n, β) = (5.33, 25.43).
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Chapter 8
Conclusions
This thesis focused on investigating the parameter space of viable broken power law models for the
f(R) class of modified gravity theories. Modifications to Einstein’s GR is currently a popular field
of research in many areas of physics, from quantum theories of gravity to astrophysics to Cosmology.
The f(R) modification is derived by replacing the Ricci scalar, R, in the EH gravitational action
with a general function, which could in principle be any function of R. It is now known that this
modification can be equivalent to adding an extra scalar field to the theory, which turns out to be
the first derivative of f(R), under the condition that the second derivative of f is non zero. In
fact, at least pertaining to Dark Energy models, almost all modifications can be generalised under
the umbrella of effective field theories. Over the years, it became understood that only very special
models for f(R) are worth studying in a cosmological and astrophysical sense. Only certain forms
for the function can produce satisfactory physical effects, such as reproducing the gravitational field
in and around a compact object, accelerating the universe at late times as well as generating an
expansion history similar to the observable universe. In particular, a generally favoured approach is
to assume that the theory already contains GR as a limit. In many theories a curvature dependent
corrective term comprises the modification added to R in the EH action for gravity. Since one of the
important ways to study the effects of this kind of modification is to examine dynamical changes in
gravitating and large scale systems, the behaviour of the gravitational field in f(R) theories and the
interaction between the emergent scalar field and matter has been widely considered in a range of
different physical phenomena. Degeneracy between f(R) models is probably going to be the biggest
bottleneck for these theories, since in principle there are plenty of clever ways to come up with
satisfying the basic requirements.
The application considered in this thesis was in relation to generating an expansion history similar
to the observed expansion history of the Universe. This also implied, at the very least, the mimicking
of the ΛCDM model. The ΛCDM model is popular because it is able to produce a universe in con-
cordance with cosmological observations, however faces its own phenomenological and motivational
drawbacks.
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Following previous research [7], [6], we considered a general class of broken power law models,
which are designed to reduce to GR, in low curvature regimes, and tend to a GR + cosmological
constant type model when the curvature is large relative to the local environment. This model also
includes within its parameter space, previously considered “viable” models. The redshift evolution of
the Hubble rate and the deceleration parameter, in the class of models considered here, described by
(5.1) , have very similar behaviour to that of the ΛCDM model. Deviations in the Hubble parameter
begin to develop only at very low redshifts, 0 < z < 1, while, the deceleration parameter, showing
larger deviations at low redshifts, still converges towards a value of 12 from around a value of z = 6,
consistent with the ΛCDM parametrisation. The exact behaviour will depend on the choices of model
parameters, but this behaviour is typical of all the values which were tested.
We attempted to address the problem of degeneracy within the broken power law space of f(R)
theories, by considering three sets of real observational data.
We looked at f(R) theories in a metric formulation, considering a flat, FLRW, matter dominated
(w = 0) spacetime. We also continued in units such that c = h = κ = 1. The equations of motion for
the scale factor obtained by these gravity field equations were recast in terms of expansion normalised
dimensionless variables that convert the 2nd order system of differential equations into a set of first
order autonomous differential equations. This new dynamical system is simpler to handle. Using a
new set of variables through which to express the cosmological field equations is an approach taken
in order to simplify calculations. I specifically used a set of variables defined in [4] to solve for the
background of the models. I emphasise that the background used in this analysis are exact and
not approximated by the ΛCDM model. We also studied the linear scalar perturbations for these
models, using the 1 + 3 formalism, and then cast these perturbation evolution equations in terms of
the dynamical systems variables used for the background.
We performed a parameter optimisation analysis for the HS model using SNIa data. For three in-
teger values of the exponent, n = 1, 2, 3, using a Metropolis Hastings MCMC algorithm, we estimated
the best fit values for the remaining parameters of the model, c1, c2, and m2 (which was related to the
matter density fraction, Ωm). We presented contours of the χ2 surface, generated when comparing
SNIa data to the theoretical predictions of the distance modulus. These confirm that the parameter
values have very little baring on the background behaviour of the resultant universe, and as they were
constructed to do so, a wide range of parameters are able to mimic the ΛCDM model. The MCMC
chains showed no convergence for c1 and c2, while Ωm was fit excellently by a Gaussian distribution,
centred about µΩm = 0.27 with σΩm = 0.02. We concluded that these results were unsurprising given
that the HS model has an almost indistinguishable background from that of ΛCDM, and that we had
selected a relationship between the model parameters which fixed the cosmological constant limit to
be 2Λ. The χ2 surface is very flat, for both the HS and GV models. For the GV model, the SNIa
data confirmed that larger values of 4 < n < 7 are preferred for smaller values of β, and that a wide
range of β values are acceptable along the axis of 3 < n < 4.
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An interesting result was obtained in a numeric attempt to find a possible “prior” on the parameter
space of the HS model. This was done to avoid parameters which result in a cosmological singularity,
and regions in the parameter space that were more likely to have singular points. On scanning the
parameter space we found that there were distinct regions which only contained singular points, and
these regions were contained within continuous curves. The curves were dependent on the parameter
values as well. This was also useful because it helped us avoid spaces which were completely singular
in the MCMC analysis. It would be an interesting exercise to find the equations of these curves
and understand more about why the specific relation of parameters separate a singular region from
parameters that give singularity free expansion histories, as well as determine these regions in the
parameter space of the GV model. Such an exercise may give broader insight into which models may
be excluded altogether.
Another interesting feature, in the GV parameter space, is the appearance of a line, where min-
imised χ2 points cluster, in the β < 0 portion. Its appearance hints that it may form as part of the
boundary of a region corresponding to completely singular models. Further analysis can easily make
this clear.
The BAO MCMC analysis on the 2 dimensional exponent subspace of the GV model indicates
the following constraints on the parameters n and β : n = 1.04 ± 0.04, and β = 1.24 ± 0.09, if we
compute the statistics of the best fit Normal distributions to these parameters posteriors. This is a
satisfactory approximation, for our purposes of obtaining an idea of the best fit models according to
this data.
Using SDSS III DR9 matter power spectrum data, we produced level curves of the χ2 surface over
the (n, β) plane. We found that there is a relationship between the exponents of the GV model which
has a higher likelihood compared to the rest of the parameter space. This relationship, shown in the
Figure 7.3, may be roughly encapsulated by the following conditions: when 2.65 < n < 3.4, the value
of β which optimises the fit is any value beyond β > 25, when 3.4 < n, β is constrained within the
interval 25 < β < 35. While the exact values may be scaled by including a value of the mass scale
different from one (we set σ = 1), the correlation which forms between β and n gives insight into
an analytic relationship of the parameters of the GV model. This is another point of analysis which
may be interesting to clarify.
These results are useful in identifying regions of the parameter space for which future studies may
focus their attention. Since n = 2 corresponds to the Starobinsky class for f(R) gravity, we see that
in the regions of parameter space for which β is negative, the SNIa and LRG data still include the
Starobinsky model, while BAO data in the β > 0 region, distinctly excludes it. We find, for the case
σ = 1, that β > 1 is favoured in the SNIa and LRG analysis, and mildly so with the BAO analysis.
β = 1 represents the Hu-Sawicki model, and these results may hint to it being excluded from the
more general class of viable broken power law models which we considered here. However, if σ was
included and constrained with these analyses, we may be able to infer a stronger constraint on β.
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The framework used to carry out the analysis is quite general, and is easily extendible for other
models, different cosmological parameters and initial conditions. It makes use of no approximations
for the f(R) backgrounds, as has been common practice in previous studies, for example [?], [?]. It
would be extremely interesting to use CMB, weak gravitational lensing data, the ISW effect and even
gravitational waves to place a full set of constraints on the parameter space of this class of f(R)
models, and in this way find the class of theories most likely given observational cosmological data.
This is a point left for future work.
During the completion of this work, several other results were published, with a similar goal in
mind; to place observational constraints on popular viable models for f(R) gravity. For example,
in [157] recently released cosmic chronometer data was used with the joint light curves SNe Ia sam-
ple, and Baryonic Acoustic Oscillation data points to place constraints on viable f(R) models. In
particular, the HS and Starobinksy models were considered, which are included in the GV parameter
space that was studied here. The models were recast in terms of a distortion parameter, quantifying
their respective deviation from the ΛCDM model, at a background level. It was found that small
but non zero values for this parameter were slightly favoured for the HS and Starobinsky models,
however zero was well within the 95% confidence interval in both cases. They concluded that the HS
and Starobinsky models can coincide, to a large degree, with the ΛCDM model, which is of course
consistent with what I have found from my own calculations. The authors also studied the Tsujikawa
model - a tanh correction to the standard gravitational action-, and the exponential f(R) correc-
tion, for which the respective distortion parameters were significantly larger than zero, indicating an
observable deviation from ΛCDM behaviour is favoured in those models with respect to the data
used [157].
A similar study was performed in [158]; MGCAMB (the modified gravity patch to CAMB) was
used to compute observables such as the matter power spectrum for the Starobinsky and exponential
f(R) models. Furthermore, CosmoMC was employed to estimate a parameter quantifying the f(R)
model’s deviation from theΛCDM background. Using Planck 2015 cosmic microwave background
radiation data, Baryonic Acoustic Oscillations (BOSS) and SNIa (SNLS) data, they concluded that
these data sets favoured deviations from ΛCDM model [158].
As was mentioned earlier, f(R) gravity forms a subclass of Modified Gravity/Dark Energy models,
and these theories have been unified under an Effective Field Theory approach [159], [160], in which
a single action represents all modifications and all dark energy models, via a set of EFT functions.
That is, all modifications, which introduce one extra scalar degree of freedom and have a well defined
Jordan frame, can be transformed into the EFT language, with no approximations required.
This powerful perspective on the Dark Energy problem has already been implemented into the
Einstein-Boltzmann solver, CAMB/CosmoMC in EFTCAMB/EFTCosmoMC [161]. In [162], an im-
plementation of this public software is used to analyse the evolution of linear density perturbations
in the Hu-Sawicki scenario. Using the code, the authors compare the model predictions with Planck
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Model n σ β χ2 χ2red
fGV(n, σ, β) - SNIa 3.97 2.01 2.74 543.25 0.98
fGV(n, β) - SNIa 6.99 - 4.95 542.90 0.98
fGV(n, β) - BAO 1.0 - 1.11 14.98 3.75.
fGV(n, β) - LRG 5.39 - 25.42 8.3 0.12
Table 8.1: Summarising the best fit values corresponding to the minimum χ2 parameters in each separate data
analysis. While BAO data actually produces tight constraints on the parameters of the model, the reduced
χ2 parameter at 3.75 reveals that these models provide a poor fit to the data points considered. Maximum
likelihood for the GV model, given the SNIa data, was obtained for n ≈ 7, the largest value in the range of n
considered, for β ≈ 5. However, this quoted result may be misleading, since the posterior distribution of n in
this case, clearly demonstrated an accumulated likelihood for 2.4 < n < 3.6. The reduced χ2 parameter for
the LRG data indicates that the model is overfitting the data.
2015 data, CMB lensing, the WiggleZ galaxy survey and the CFHTLenS weak lensing survey mea-
surements, to place constraints on the value of the scalaron at the present epoch, and parameters
representing structure growth rates.
These are just a few of several similar studies, all aimed at using observational data to limit the
parameter space of alternative theories of gravity through statistical means. This field of study is more
dynamic than ever before, and researchers look toward new methods of studying the implications of
these complicated theories (see, for example, [80]) supplemented by vast data sets, to improve our
understanding of the forces at work in our universe.
The results in this thesis form part of an emerging tapestry of observational constraints on the
theoretical landscape of MG/DE theories. Future work involving larger, more numerous data sets
and more intuitive parameter choices, may build upon the framework developed and the conclusions
obtained to gain a clearer understanding of the role f(R) gravity has to play in cosmology and
astrophysics.
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